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AMENDMENT TO THE WATERSHED PROTECTION 
AND FLOOD PROTECTION ACT — 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1956 


House or RepreseNTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION 
AND CrepitT oF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, in room 1310, New House 
Office Building, at 10 a. m., Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. Poace. The committee will please come to order. 

We are meeting this morning to consider H. R. 8750, H. R. 8722 
by Mrs. Blitch, H. R. 8738 by Mr. Johnson of Wisconsin, H. R. 8742 
by Mr. Laird, H. R. 8745 by Mr. Mathews—and, incidentally, Mr. 
Mathews is on his w ay here from Florida, but has not yet arrived— 
H. R. 8804 by Mr. Hope, and H. R. 9192 by Mr. Watts. I think 
that these bills are all identical. 

Then we have a bill, H. R. 6687 by Mr. Fernos, that has just been 
brought to my attention, that I understand he would like to have con- 
sidered. That extends the provisions of these acts to Alaska, Hawaii, 
and Puerto Rico. 

(The bills referred to are as follows :) 


[H. R. 8750, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “ ‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 

(1) flood prevention (including structural and land treatment measures) ; 
or 

“(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in 
watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides more 
than five thousand acre-feet of total capacity except structures proposed to 
be constructed by a local organization as an integral part of a watershed 
plan in which any capacity in excess of five thousand acre-feet is for pur- 
poses other than flood prevention and the construction cost of such excess 
capacity is to be borne entirely by the local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in para- 
graph (2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any 
capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features 
related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of 
this Act ;” and inserting “That the Secretary shall not require local organiza- 
tions to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures ap- 
plicable to flood prevention.” 
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(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended— 
(1) by striking out in the first proviso “, and in no event after July 1, 
19586” ; 
(2) by inserting after the word “That” in the third proviso “, whenever 
the estimated Federal contribution to the construction cost of works of im- 
provement in any watershed or subwatershed area shall exceed $250,000,” ; 
and 
(3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words “That any such 
plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to construction 
costs in excess of $250,000”. 
(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following 
two new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 
“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United 
States outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 
“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


[H. R. 8722, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for (1) 
flood prevention (including structural and land treatment measures) or (2) the 
conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in watershed or 
subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty thousand acres and not 
including any single structure which provides more than five thousand acre- 
feet of total capacity except structures proposed to be constructed by a local 
organization as an integral part of a watershed plan in which any capacity in 
excess of five thousand acre-feet is for purposes other than flood prevention 
and the construction cost of such excess capacity is to be borne entirely by the 
local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in paragraph 
(2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any capacity 
in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto 
shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of this Act ;” 
and inserting “That the Secretary shail not require local organizations to assume 
any part of the construction cost of structural measures applicable to flood 
prevention.” 

(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended (1) by striking out in the first proviso 
“and in no event after July 1, 1956;” (2) by inserting after the word “That” 
in the third proviso “, whenever the estimated Federal contribution to the con- 
struction cost of works of improvement in any watershed or subwatershed area 
shall exceed $250,000,”; (3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words 
“That any such plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to 
construction costs in excess of $250,000.” 

(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following two 
new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organizations 
to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement provided 
for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years from the 
date when the principal benefits of the project first become available with interest, 
at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, paid on the 
long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States outstanding 
at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 

“Seo. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 
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[H. R. 8738, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for (1) 
flood prevention (including structural and land treatment measures) or (2) 
the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in watershed 
or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty thousand acres and 
not including any single structure which provides more than five thousand 
acre-feet of total capacity except structures proposed to be constructed by a 
local organization as an integral part of a watershed plan in which any capacity 
in excess of five thousand acre-feet is for purposes other than flood prevention 
and the construction cost of such excess capacity is to be borne entirely by the 
local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in para- 
graph (2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any 
capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features 
related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions 
of this Act ;” and inserting “that the Secretary shall not require local organiza- 
tions to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures applicable 
to flood prevention”. 

Section 5 of the Act is amended (1) by striking out in the first proviso 
“and in no event after July 1, 1956”; (2) by inserting after the word “That” in 
the third proviso “, whenever the estimated Federal contribution to the con- 
struction cost of works of improvement in any watershed or sub-watershed area 
shall exceed $250,000,”; (3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words 
“That any such plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution 
to construction costs in excess of $250,000”. 

(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following 
two new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretury of the Treasury, 
paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States 
outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 

“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


[H. R. 8742, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “ ‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 

(1) flood prevention (including structural and land treatment meas- 
ures) ; 
or 

(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in 
watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides more 
than five thousand acre-feet of total capacity except structures proposed to 
be constructed by a local organization as an integral part of a watershed 
plan in which any capacity in excess of five thousand acre-feet is for pur- 
poses other than flood prevention and the construction cost of such excess 
capacity is to be borne entirely by the local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in para- 
graph (2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any 
capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features 
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related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions: 
of this Act;” and inserting “That the Secretary shall not require local organiza- 
tions to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures ap- 
plicable to flood prevention”. 
(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended— 
‘ ‘ aa striking out in the first proviso “, and in no event after July 
, 1956” ; 
(2) by inserting after the word “That” in the third proviso “, whenever 
the estimated Federal contribution to the construction cost of works of im- 
provement in any watershed or subwatershed area shall exceed $250,000,” ; 
and 
(3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words “That any such 
plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to construc- 
tion costs in excess of $250,000”. 
(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following 
two new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 
“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United 
States outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 
“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


(H. R. 8745, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “ ‘Works of improvement’—and undertaking for (1) flood 
prevention (including structural and land treatment measures) or (2) the con- 
servation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in watershed or sub- 
watershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty thousand acres and not 
including any single structure which provides more than five thousand acre-feet 
of total capacity except structures proposed to be constructed by a local organiza- 
tion as an integral part of a watershed plan in which any capacity in excess of 
five thousand acre-feet is for purposes other than flood prevention and the con- 
struction cost of such excess capacity is to be borne entirely by the local 
organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in para- 
graph (2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any 
eapacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features re- 
lated thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of 
this Act ;” and inserting ““That the Secretary shall not require local organizations 
to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures applicable 
to flood prevention”’. 

(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended (1) by striking out in the first proviso 
“and in no event after July 1, 1956”; (2) by inserting after the word “That” 
in the third proviso ‘“‘, whenever the estimated Federal contribution to the con- 
struction cost of works of improvement in any watershed or subwatershed area 
shall exceed $250,000,”; (3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words 
“That any such plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to 
construction costs in excess of $250,000”. 

(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following two 
new sections and remembering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States 
outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 


ee 
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“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


{H. R. 8804, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 
A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “ ‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 

“(1) flood prevention (including structural and land treatment meas- 
ures); or 

(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in 
watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides more 
than five thousand acre-feet of total capacity except structures proposed to 
be constructed by a local organization as an integral part of a watershed 
plan in which any capacity in excess of five thousand acre-feet is for pur- 
poses other than flood prevention and the construction cost of such excess 
capacity is to be borne entirely by the local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act*is amended by striking out of the proviso in paragraph 
(2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any capacity 
in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features related 
thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of this 
Act ;” and inserting “That the Secretary shall not require local organizations to 
assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures applicable to 
flood prevention”. 

(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out in the first proviso ‘“, and in no event after July 1, 
1956” ; 

(2) by inserting after the word “That” in the third proviso “, whenever 
the estimated Federal contribution to the construction cost of works of im- 
provement in any watershed or subwatershed area shall exceed $250,000,” ; 

(3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words “That any such 
plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to construc- 
tion costs in excess of $250,000”. 

(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the following tw 
new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United 
States outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 

“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


[H. R. 9192, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act in order that a 
greater number of local organizations may qualify for assistance under the provisions 


of such Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the third paragraph of 
section 2 of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (68 Stat. 666) is 
amended to read as follows: 
“ ‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 
(1) flood prevention (including structural and land-treatment measures) ; 
or 
“(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water 
in watershed of subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres. A number of such subwatersheds when they are component 
73501—56——2 
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parts of a larger watershed may be planned together when the local sponsor- 
ing organizations so desire.” 
(b) Section 2 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new paragraph as follows: 
“ ‘State’—shall include Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 
Sec. 2. Clause (2) of section 3 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 


“(2) to make such studies as may be necessary for determining the physi- 
cal, economic, and financial soundness of plans for works of improvement ;”’. 
Sec. 3. The proviso of clause (2) of section 4 of such Act is amended to read 
as follows: “Provided, That the Secretary shall not require local organizations 
to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures allocable to 
flood prevention: Provided further, That, if the local organization shall request 
a loan under the provisions of section 8 of this Act, the Secretary shall assume 
that part of the construction cost allocable to agricultural phases of the conserva- 
tion, development, utilization and disposal of water which is equal to the present 
worth of the interest to be paid by the local organization on the loan ;”. 

Sec. 4. Section 5 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 5 (a) The Secretary is authorized to assist any local organization in 
developing specifications and in preparing contracts for construction and to par- 
ticipate in the installation of works of improvement when— 

“(1) the Secretary and the interested local organization have agreed on a 
plan for the works of improvement ; 

“(2) the Secretary has determined that the works of improvement are 
financially feasible and constitute a reasonable risk under the provisions of 
this Act ; and 

“(3) the local organization has met the requirements for participation in 
carrying out the works of improvement as set out in section 4. 

“(b) Any plan for works of improvement which (1) includes reclamation or 
irrigation works or which affects public or other lands under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of the Interior, or (2) includes Federal assistance for floodwater 
detention structures, shall be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of the Army, respectively, for his views and recommendations before 
the installation of any works of improvement are commenced. The views and 
recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the 
Army on any plan shall be transmitted to the Congress through the President 
when any such plan is required to be transmitted to the Congress pursuant to 
the provisions of this section. 

“(c) With respect to any plan for works of improvement which (1) includes 
any single structure which would provide for more than twenty-five hundred acre- 
feet of total capacity, or (2) involves an estimated Federal contribution to con- 
struction costs in excess of $150,000, the Secretary shall transmit to the Congress 
through the President a copy of such plan, with justification therefor, at least 
forty-five days (counting only days accruing during any regular or special session 
of the Congress) before installation of any works of improvement under such 
plan is commenced. 

“(d) Except as to the installation of works of improvement on Federal lands, 
the Secretary shall not construct or enter into any contract for the construction 
of any structure unless there is no local organization authorized by State law 
to undertake such construction or to enter into such contract. 

“(e) In participating in the installation of works of improvement under the 
provisions of this Act, the Secretary, as far as practicable and consistent with his 
responsibilities for administering the overall national agriculture program, shall 
utilize the authority conferred upon him by the provisions of this Act. 

“(f) Before the Secretary participates in any works of improvement under 
the provisions of this Act, the President shall issue such rules and regulations 
as he deems necessary or desirable to carry out the purposes of this Act, and to 
insure the coordination of the work authorized under this Act and related 
work of other agencies, including the Department of the Interior and the Depart- 
ment of the Army.” 

Sec. 5. Such Act is amended by redesignating sections 8 and 9 to be sections 
9 and 10, respectively, and by inserting after section 7 a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of improvement pro- 
vided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available 
with interest at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
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paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United 
States outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is 
made. All repayments of principal and interest on such loans shall be available 
for additional loans under provisions of this Act.” 
[H. R. 6687, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To extend the benefits of the Watershed and Flood Prevention Act to Alaska, 
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Watershed and Flood 
Prevention Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following additional 
paragraph: 

“ ‘State’ included Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.” 


Mr. Poacr. We have with us this morning Mr. Peterson, of the 
Department of Agriculture, who, I believe, is here to give us the 
views of the Department to start with. 

We have other representatives here who want to be heard. Mr. 
Peterson, will you proceed. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. E. L. PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE; DON W. WILLIAMS, ADMINISTRATOR, SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE; AND CARL B. BROWN, DIRECTOR, 
PLANNING DIVISION, SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED 
STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee to 
discuss the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, and to 
present our views on the recently introduced bills designed to effect 
certain amendments in this act. 

The widespread interest in small watershed projects is evidence 
of a recognition of need for this kind of work. Small watershed 
projects coupled with soil and water conservation practices which 
individual farmers apply on their own farms are logical first steps 
in the management of water for beneficial use. Such projects should 
and can be corollary to larger mainstream structures. 

The act provides for local initiative in water management and pro- 
vides for proper management of the soil as an essential step in water 
management. Experience to date under this act and experience with 
the demonstrations completed or nearing completion in the pilot water- 
shed projects shows that there is an essential place for small water- 
shed projects in the overall water resource program of this country. 

A distinguishing feature of watershed projects is that land treat- 
ment becomes an early consideration in the management and use of 
water. It is the objective of these projects to develop and increase 
the usable water supplies and to begin the controls and management 
of water on the fields and forests where it first falls as rain or snow. 

Developing and making best use of the water supply for irrigation 
and other productive uses, as well as for flood prevention and drain- 
age, requires a combination of both engineering and land manage- 
ment practices. Water management must be compatible with the 
management of farms and the needs of urban communities that make 
up the watershed if we are to meet the increasing demands on water 
supplies. A dominant consideration in watershed planning is the 
interrelationship of land and water. 
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We view the work in small watersheds to be a needed complement 
to other necessary work on the larger rivers. Where there are direct 
relationships between upstream and downstream developments they 
are being taken into account in the planning of alae projects 
and in reviews of the work plans by all State and Federal agencies 
who may have water-resource responsibilities. 

We have been encouraged by the acceptance of the provision of the 
act that watershed projects are to be local projects with assistance 
from the Federal Government rather than projects planned and 
built by the Federal Government. We have been pleased with the 
willingness of watershed communities to assume development and 
management responsibility, and with the action of State govern- 
ments to provide enabling legislation that permits local communities 
to take on these responsibilities. 

All of the 48 States have designated State agencies or made other 
appropriate arrangements to handle the review and approval of ap- 
plications for assistance under the act. As a part of the process of 
tooling up to provide for State and local participation in watershed 
projects, the legislatures of 20 States enacted 37 separate pieces of 
legislation during the calendar year 1955 to strengthen State and local 
participation with the Federal Government in carrying out projects 
under this legislation. 

State legislative action since January 1 indicates that additional 
State legislation, including State financial assistance, is under con- 
sideration. 

In the past 18 months the Soil Conservation Service has received 
438 State-approved applications for assistance under the act. In- 
formation from the field indicates that the rate of applications is con- 
tinuing to increase. 

The Soil Conservation Service has to date approved planning in 135 
watersheds of those for which applications have been received. All 
of these approvals have been based on priority recommendations of the 
State agencies which have the approval responsibility. 

A planning organization has been built up, including 38 planning 
parties in the States. Some 27 plans have been completed in the field 
and are being reviewed in Washington. Of these, 16 have been trans- 
mitted to other Federal agencies and the Governors for review in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the act, and 8 of the plans have been 
transmitted to the Bureau of the Budget for consideration in connec- 
tion with their transmission to the Congress. 

Of all projects on which planning assistance is requested it will be 
found that proposed works of improvement in some watersheds do 
not produce benefits that exceed their costs and in other watersheds 
local organizations are not fully prepared to carry their share of 
responsibility for carrying through to successful completion and 
maintenance a plan for works of improvement. Thus far only a very 
small percentage of projects for which planning assistance has been 
requested have failed to carry through toward a definite work plan. 

Now with respect to the particular amendments embodied in the 
bills before vou for consideration. 

The first amendment relates to broadening the purpose of the act 
by deleting the phrase “agricultural phases of” in connection with 
definition of “works of improvement.” 
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It is our understanding that this amendment would permit the 
formation of small projects having for their purpose the beneficial use 
of water for any economically justifiable purpose. It seems reasonable 
that a watershed project for flood control purposes initiated and 
planned by local people within the scope of this act should not be pre- 
cluded from including phases of water development and use which 
are physically practical and economically justified. 

The second amendment deleting the proviso clause which prohibits 
the Department from sharing in the cost of storage for purposes other 
than flood prevention is closely related to the first proposed amend- 
ment. 

In the determination of what is equitable we have followed the basic 

principle that cost sharing would be based on the ratio of direct identi- 
fiable benefits to total benefits. We see no reason why the same prin- 
ciple should not be applied to the additional purposes here proposed. 
* small projects benefits are not so widely disbursed that they cannot 
be identified and likewise recipients of direct benefits are identifiable. 
It is therefore fully expected that a very minor portion, if any, of costs 
of projects or of structures in projects incurred for purposes other 
than flood prevention would accrue as Federal costs. ‘The major por- 
tion would accrue to the local sponsoring organization. 

A third amendment would set up certain conditions under which 
a structure providing more than 5,000 acre-feet of total capacity 
may be included in a watershed plan. These conditions are (1) that 
the structure will be constructed by a local organization as an integral 
part of the watershed plan, (2) that the flood-prevention capacity of 
the structure will not exceed 5,000 acre-feet, and (3) that the con- 
struction cost of capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet will be borne 
entirely by the local organization. 

This amendment would permit the inclusion of flood-prevention 
storage at sites which local organizations wish to utilize for other pur- 
poses. For example, if a municipality wishes to build a municipal 
water supply reservoir, but at the same site up to 5,000 acre-feet of 
flood-prevention capacity would be incorporated in the structure to be 
built j the municipality, such a structure could be included in the 
plan. The Department could share in the cost of the flood-prevention 
storage but the municipality would be required to pay for the entire 
cost of all storage over 5,000 acre-feet. 

We have worked out several arrangements of this kind in the 11 
watersheds authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1944 and in the 
pilot watershed program. ‘This amendment is consistent with the po- 
sition we have taken that these projects should provide for inclusion 
of features to provide for all beneficial use of water which are eco- 
nomically justified. Our experience thus far would indicate that this 
provision would find application only in a limited number of water- 
shed projects. 

A fourth amendment would provide: That the Secretary shall not require 
local organizations to assume any part of the construction cost of structural 
measures applicable to flood prevention. 

We feel that this amendment defeats the concept of cost sharing 
presently embodied in the act which provides that— 


local organizations shall assume such proportionate share of the cost of any 
works of improvement involving Federal assistance as may be determined by 
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the Secretary to be equitable in consideration of the anticipated benefits from 
such improvements. 

In other words, cost sharing should be determined as between the 
local sponsors of projects and the Federal Government on the basis 
of the ratio of direct identifiable local benefits to total benefits. Local 
landowners or other benefited interests should participate in project 
costs to the extent of their benefits. As to projects developed thus 
far we have, however, fully recognized the individual peculiarities of 
each. 

We believe that the success of this program depends on acceptance 
by local communities of responsibility for project initiation and for 
direct participation in project costs. People must first believe and be 
convinced in their own judgments that projects are of benefit to them- 
selves and their communities. This is the basis on which the projects 
to date have been planned and sponsored by local organizations. 

A fifth amendment would strike out the terminal date of July 1, 
1956, after which the Department of Agriculture could, in no event, 
contract for works of improvement. 

We are advised that this amendment would have little or no prac- 
tical effect since the act would still prohibit the Secretary from con- 
tracting improvements whenever a local organization had legal au- 
thority to do so. Actually this legal authority is inherent in the ca- 
pacity of a local organization to carry out, operate and maintain 
works of improvement, which is a prerequisite to making an applica- 
tion for assistance under the act. We believe that local contracting 
for structural works of improvement should be maintained as a mat- 
ter of principle. 

A sixth amendment provides for exemption of projects involving a 
Federal contribution of less than $250,000 to the construction cost of 
structural works of improvement from review by other Federal agen- 
cies and transmission to the Congress. There is an interrelation be- 
tween small and large water resource projects that should not be over- 
looked when there is a practical and significant relationship. 

In view of the nature of growing demands for usable water sup- 
plies, we believe it is desirable to provide for review by all agencies 
with water responsibilities. We want to eliminate al] unnecessary 
administrative steps, but in view of increasing water-project develop- 
ments, we believe a review procedure is important. 

A seventh amendment adds a new section authorizing the Secretary 
to make long-term loans to local organizations at the rate of interest 
paid by the Government on its long-term interest-bearing marketable 
securities to finance the local share of project costs. 

We recognize that local organizations sometimes have difficulty 
raising cash for necessary improvements, and we believe that a loan 
provision is desirable to meet credit requirements of local sponsoring 
organizations in those instances where there is no alternative credit 
source even though the local organization resources are adequate to 
meet repayment over a long-term period not in exces of 50 years. We 
believe a limitation on the size of loans should be included. We sug- 
gest an upper limit of $5 million on any 1 project. 

We believe the program should be extended to include Hawaii, 
Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
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Our experience this far under the act has brought us to the con- 
clusions here expressed. We expect further experience will lead to 
additional suggestions for changes. 

In administering this act we are doing our best to make it serve 
the real and practical need which was envisaged when it was enacted 
and which local watershed communities believe it can serve. In doing 
this we hold to the philosophy that these are local projects with Fed- 
eral participation, not Federal projects with local participation. 
Amendments which would tend to make these Federal projects, we 
believe, would not be desirable. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that completes my formal statement 
at this time. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very much obliged to you, Mr. Secretary. You 
have been very helpful in presenting the views of the Department to 
us. 

There is one basic thing that I think the authors of these various bills 

had in mind that you have not touched upon—I do not know whether 
you want to comment on it—that is, that we felt that, among other 
things, we were trying to eliminate a different of regulations that 
might be experienced between the Department of Agriculture and 
the Department of the Interior by presenting this bill. And we felt, 
as I understand it, everything we have in this bill is now available 
under the Department of the Interior in the bill it has now pending 
in Congress, 1f we adopt it as we anticipate it will be adopted. In 
fact, the authors of this bill deliberately did not go quite as far as 
the Department of the Interior bill goes in some ways. 

You referred to loans that are provided here. Loans are provided 
by the Department of the Interior without any interest. 

We felt that we just did not believe in interest-free loans by the Gov- 
ernment. So we did provide that the loans should bear the going rate 
of interest rather than to make them a burden to the Government. 

The Interior bill does not require that the projects show a favorable 
ratio of cost to benefits. 

We felt that we could not ask the taxpayers to contribute to projects 
that did not show a favorable ratio. So we have retained that provi- 
sion in the Department of Agriculture bill. 

Otherwise we have tried to give the farmers who dealt with the De- 
partment of Agriculture the same kind of treatment that the Govern- 
ment would, under the Department of Interior bill, give the farmers 
who dealt through that Department. We felt if we did not do that 
it would create a confused and complicated situation and make it very 
difficult for the Department to administer the legislation. 

I do not know whether you want to comment on the desirability, or 
if you think it is not desirable to try to bring about uniformity. We 
wondered. 

Mr. Pererson. Let me say first, Mr. Chairman, that I feel the at- 
titude as expressed by this committee and as represented in the bills 
before you has been a very constructive attitude and generally in har- 
mony with the purposes of the Small Watershed Act. 

There are certain differences, it seems to me, which are inherent in 
the bill to which you refer and which would be administered by the 
Department of the Interior and upon which you anticipate passage, 
in that it stems from the basic concepts of the Reclamation Act which 








12 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


go back a long way in history of water development, and Federal par- 
ticipation therein. 

I am not sure that the two acts, with their different backgrounds 
and different purposes, can be made entirely compatible. I think it 
desirable that they be made as compatible as possible. 

You refer to interest, for example. It is my understanding of H. R. 
5881 that interest is not applicable to the investment to provide water 
to the first 160 acres irrigated but is applicable beyond that amount, as 
to any one irrigator. 

I do not celevnend personally the techniques of determining the 
application under that provision. 

But this is true: there are some differences in the two bills. How- 
ever, we feel that we have to start from where we are with respect to 
the legislation we are here discussing. That is the Small Watershed 
Act itself. 

If it were the desire of the Congress—and it may be that it is the 
desire of the Congress—to develop legislation which would afford the 
equality of treatment in the nonreclamation States with the tredtment 
proposed to be accorded under 5881, it would seem to me that such ob- 
jective might be accomplished without departing from the basic prin- 
ciples contained in the Watershed Act. In my view, to do so fully 
would take separate legislation. 

We have struggled with the approach of trying to bring 566 and 
5881 into as much harmony as possible, although I am frank to state 
to you that I do not think complete harmony can be achieved because 
of the different basic objectives of the two acts. 

Mr. Poage. It seems to me that the only place where you have sug- 


gested that we should not try to bring about harmony that is of any 
importance here is in relation to the fourth section, which you discuss 
on page 5, in which we have suggested— 


that the Secretary shall not require local organizations to assume any part of 
the construction cost of structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 


That means, of course, that we did not feel that in view of the fact 
that the Department of the Interior built these dams without any cost 
whatsoever to the local people that we ought to ask the Secretary of 
Agriculture to require the local people to pay the cost of the structure. 

We undersand—at least I think I understand—your philosophy that 
the Department or the Federal Government should remain in the posi- 
tion of cooperating with the local people. And I think that is 
correct. But it seems to me that if the Federal Government will 
cooperate through this agencv—the Department of Agriculture— 
and pay all of the costs as it does through the Department of the Inte- 
rior for the structures, that it ought to pay the cost of the structures in 
cooperating with the local people, because we are still requiring that 
local agency to do the land-treatment work and operation, and we are 
still requiring most of the costs to be carried on locally. 

I do not think that any of the authors of these bills or members of 
the subcommittee would want to say that the local people should not 
be required to make a substantial contribution. It is only a question of 
what that contribution shall be, whether it shall be on the structure or 
whether it shall be on the land treatment and the rights-of-way and 
operation. 

Mr. Aupert. May I ask a question ? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 
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Mr. Avpert. Under all the other programs relating to flood control 
has not the history principally been that the Federal Government 
assume all the costs, including condemnation and land purchases ? 

Mr. Poace. That is right. 

Mr. Horr. I think the thing we are talking about now is the competi- 
tion, let us call it, between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on this type of projects. But there is even more 
intense competition when you get into flood control with the Army 
engineers in this type of project because, as far as I know, there is no 
bottom limit to the size of a structure or the amount of water that 
may be retained by a structure which is built by the Army engineers. 

I have been told that the Army engineers have approached communi- 
ties that were considering watershed projects, and have pointed out 
to them that under existing law, as far as the Army engineers were con- 
cerned, they could build the structures and acquire the land and, in 
fact, carry practically all of the expense of such a project. 

We might have a comment on that while you are commenting on Mr. 
Poage’s question. 

Mr. Prrerson. The position that flood control has generally been 
considered as a nonreimbursable item in the Federal projects is not 
entirely a logical one. It is, however, correct, that in all of the Federal 
activities thus far in flood-control work, as far as I understand it, 
flood-control features have been nonreimbursable items. 

The Army engineers, through the Assistant Secretary and some of 
his staff people, have been in contact with us on the interrelationship 
between the Army engineer programs, the Corps programs, as they 
have to do with small projects—and have adopted or, I think, indi- 
cated their intention to adopt—the same cost-sharing principles as are 
contained in the present Flood Prevention Act and as are incorporated 
in the Secretary of Agriculture’s policy statement as to the same types 
of project. 

We have had quite a number of discussions on that general area. 
And I must frankly say that our cost-sharing policy is what might be 
called open ended, in that we determine first the portion of the struc- 
ture costs that local organizations would pay under the principle laid 
down and then negotiate with the involved local organization with 
respect to the portion of total costs which are to be paid by it. 

We have tried to take into consideration—and I think have taken 
into consideration—all of the peculiarities—and there are many—as 
between individual local situations in these small watersheds. 

The overall share of structure costs, on the average, paid or scheduled 
to be paid by local organizations as to those projects which we have 
thus far completed work plans on, I believe, averages 14 percent. 

Now as to the total costs, including land-treatment costs, I believe 
the figure is 52 percent. 

Mr. Witu1aAMs. Approximately 55 percent now. 

Mr. Prrerson. 55 percent now. 

I must say frankly, gentlemen, that it seems to us that where a 
private landholder gets a direct, measurable benefit, either by incre- 
ment of value to his land, or in protection to his land or other measur- 
able dollar benefits from Federal activity, that he should pay some 
reasonable portion of the cost of the structure resulting from the 
Federal effort. 


73501—56——3 
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Mr, AvBerr. Would that not be true if his land was immediately be- 
low a large dam ? 

Mr. Pererson. It would be equally true, in my judgment, below a 
big dam. 

Mr. Horr. Is it not true that it sometimes happens that there are 
benefits long distances from a large dam? We have had this question 
threshed up one side and down the other over the Tuttle Creek Dam. 
Tuttle Creek Dam is some 100 miles above Kansas City. The Federal] 
(rovernment will bear the entire expense of the construction of the dam. 
The people in Kansas City are for it, and they have been pushing 
it. And I am not criticizing them for it. They say it will benefit 
every real-estate owner in that part of Kansas City that is within 
the flood plain of the river, which it will. It will directly benefit them. 
But yet they are not being assessed any part of the cost of building the 
Tuttle Creek Dam. 

That holds true all the way from Kansas City up to the site of the 
dam. That is all the people in the flood plain of the river below the dam 
are going to be protected. That is the purpose for which the dam is 
being built—for flood protection, and those who are benefited will 
not share in any part of the cost of that protection. 

I do not think that is right. I think they should pay a part of the 
cost. I am not contending that we should shift our position here to 
the other position, that the costs should all be borne by the Federal 
Government. But does it not seem to you that there should be more 
uniformity in the operation of the various agencies and the laws cover- 
ing these matters than we have at the present time / 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, it does, Mr. Hope. And that is the exact reason 
why we now have staff groups meeting periodically between Agricui- 
ture and the corps, discussing the effect of each program on the other, 
and attempting to find that uniformity of approach about which you 
speak. 

As I indicated, we have tried to be reasonable and fair with our 
cost-sharing arrangement, but we felt that there had to be some point 
of departure, a basic policy position. 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Secretary, might I point out we have a whole line 
of court decisions as well as statutory law that refuse to recognize 
the benefits that are accrued to the individual. 

When we build these flood-contro] dams through the Army engi- 
neers the Government goes and buys the land that is going to be cov- 
ered with water. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Poace. Which it does not do here. The local people buy the 
land. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Poacr. When the Government buys the land, if I happen to 
have a piece of land that lies something like this with part of it out 
here in the basin and part of it up here on the cliff, my land may be 
tremendously enhanced in value here on the cliff. 

I have seen land in my own district where it was not worth $10 an 
acre become worth $500 and $1,000 an acre because of the location 
it was given overlooking the lake. But when the Government buys 
this land out here it cannot give any consideration whatsoever to the 
enhancement of value of the remaining portion of that man’s land. 
And our courts have repeatedly held that. It is a uniform holding 
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of our courts that you cannot do that sort of thing, and it seems to be 
well-settled law in the United States that the Government pays for 
the value of it, what it is worth now, its present value, regardless of 
what it does to enhance the value of the land remaining. 

Mr. Aupert. Or below. 

Mr, Poace. No. I am talking about the land above. I am talking 
about the portion of the man’s land that is left and becomes enhanced 
in value. 

Mr. Axpert. If it is below the dam it is improved farmland. 

Mr. Poaagr. Yes, we have already brought that out. But I was 
merely trying to bring out that there is also that increment of value 
if a man happens to be fortunately located on the boundary line of 
these reservoirs. We definitely do not allow the Government to take 
that into consideration. 

Maybe we should change our whole policy. All I am arguing is 
that if we are going to run on the present policy and apply it to the 
engineers and to the Department of the Interior, it seems to me that 
we are, as We so often do, making the farmers of this country take a 
less favorable position than we grant to any other group of our 
citizenry. 

Mr. Prrerson. I am not in favor of doing that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. I know you are not. 

Mr. Pererson. I do think that we need to remember, as I attempted 
to point out, that these are local projects with Federal participation. 

Certainly, in equity, if the Government, with the same type of 
program, is going to treat one citizen in one fashion, it should treat 
all citizens in the same fashion. We cannot dispute that principle. 

Admittedly, the determination of benefits accruing from these struc- 
tures is not a precise science as I understand it at least. It seems 
entirely reasonable that the farther the benefits are dispersed over an 
area from the point of the structure the more difficult it is to identify 
them and specify the exact amount that each beneficiary actually 
benefits. 

In these local projects covering a limited area, 250,000 acres in 
watershed size, the benefits are more easily identifiable and the bene- 
ficiaries are more easily identifiable. 

It does seem to us that at some point in the Government’s action in 
this whole field, if the principle is right that people benefiting should 
share some portion of the cost of benefit, then at some point of action 
the principle should begin to be applied and we would like to see that 
principle retained in this legislation. ' 

Admitting the justice of equity of treatment, this does represent a 
change, as you well recognize. from established governmental policy 
in the water development field. But if the principle is right that a 
particular citizen gets a monetary benefit from the investment. of 
Federal money in a particular structure, then certainly, to some modest 
degree, it also seems reasonable that he should participate in the cost 
of that structure. Z 

We have two policies which I think have been well laid out. We 
cannot deny the equity. We can question whether equity as between 
the Government and its citizens is now being done because when a 
citizen benefits, under present policy all citizens pay for the benefit 
of the individual. And we think that we can at least launch out on a 
new policy here without disadvantaging the farmers who may be 
involved. 
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As I said, we have pursued an open-ended policy under which struc- 
tures included in plans proposed under the provisions of the Water- 
shed Act, 14 percent of the actual structure cost is now to be paid by 
local organizations as an average. 

_ It is true that the farmers owning the land are employing and prac- 
ticing and applying land-treatment measures which are required to 
make the project totally effective. Under the measures applied in the 
particular projects I have seen—some in your State, some in Okla- 
homa—there is benefit that accrues to the farmers from those land- 
treatment measures over an extended period of time. 

I would like to ask Mr. Williams a question at this point, if I may. 

Are not ACP payments available to the farmers on those land- 
treatment measures ¢ 

Mr. WiuitaMs. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Pererson. That was my recollection. 

We are sharing under the ACP program, on an average, 50 percent 
of most of the land-treatment measures involved. 

On some types of measures our cost-sharing rate is above 50 percent, 
depending upon the character of the land-treatment measures involved. 

So I think it fair to point out that, as to the land-treatment meas- 
ures or most of them, we are, under another Government program, 
sharing the cost with the farmer. 

Mr. Poaace. But, Mr. Secretary, in the case of the Missouri Pacific 
Railroad—and I haven’t any grudge against them; I could name 
the Union Pacific or any of the rest of them—below Tuttle Creek they 
are as direct beneficiaries of the Tuttle Creek Dam as any farmer is a 
direct beneficiary of any of this, and yet no effort is made to require 
those railroads or those industrial plants in Kansas City to share in 
the cost. And the plants were located in the river valley because the 
land was cheaper hers. They felt that they could put up with the 
floods in order to get cheaper land. So they went to the river valley 
deliberately with their eyes open, knowing that it flooded. 

Now we are bailing them out. 

Mr. Pererson. Mr. Chairman, may I say I think an effort should 
be made to pursue policies which make it possible for beneficiaries to 
participate in the cost of the structure that gives them, or other like 
beneficiaries, the benefit that you say accrues to them, and I am sure 
it does accrue to them. 

Mr. Poage. I do not think that you and I or the rest of us have any 
great difference of opinion here except the question of where we start. 

And I am just unwilling to start this thing on the people who, I 
think, are the least able to stand the cost, and I think that is our 
farmers. 

It seems to me we are too prone—and I am not talking about the 
Department of Agriculture or about this committee; I am talking 
about American society is too prone to try to place burdens on agri- 
culture because it is not well organized and it cannot set up the howl 
that some other people can. Therefore, we will throw burdens on 
agriculture that we would not think of imposing upon any other seg- 
ment of our population, and that we do not impose upon other seg- 
ments of our population. I just do not want to start with agriculture. 

I want to bring these other boys in now. If they are going to come 
in, now is the time to bring them in. Let’s not start a policy, no matter 
how sound it is, by making the expense fall upon farmers and not 
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making a similar expense fall upon other people who enjoy similar 
benefits. 

Mr. Peterson. Someone has to make a beginning, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. I know that; I recognize that. But 1 fear you are mak- 
ing the beginning in the wrong place. 

If I were to go out and levy taxes I would not start out by taking 
away from widows and orphans as being the first place that we would 
levy taxes. Yet, like the farmer, they are least able to object. 

Mr. Pererson. I would have to sympathize with that general posi- 
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

In connection with the Small Watershed Act, may I point out again 
that these are local projects sponsored by local organizations. And 
in each case where they have come in thus far and projects have gone 
ahead to completion on the work plans, the final determination have 
been fully acceptable to the local organization. And it is their pro- 
gram. It is one in which they believe. It is one which they are con- 
vinced is in their best interests, both financially and otherwise, so far 
as I know. 

And I again say if we can hold to a principle which I believe we 
can admit is right, and we can do it without placing any undue bur- 
dens upon the people who are going to, naturally in this case, lead off, 
I have reason to feel that we can create a situation here which will 
lead to the correction of inequities that I personally now believe exist 
in this whole cost-sharing area. And I think that view has been ex- 
pressed by other people engaged in this type of responsibility. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Secretary, you have spoken about the efforts that 
have been made to get the various agencies together in order to estab- 
lish some greater degree of uniformity in this field. 

Do you have any real hope that the existing law which does permit 
and authorize the Federal Government to pay all the costs of flood- 
control dams, including the acquisition of land, will be changed at any 
time in the near future? Do you find any support among the people 
who are benefiting from that program for any change ? 

Mr. Peterson. In all frankness, I must say no, Mr. Hope. And I 
think you gentlemen well recognize that there is no disposition on the 
yart of people who are now receiving benefits under the policy that has 
Coal pursued by the Federal Government to seek a change in that 
policy. 

I can only say that, insofar as the Department of Defense 1s con- 
cerned, the Department of the Army, the Corps of Engineers, we are 
working with their people. They have expressed a willingness, in the 
same type of projects that they are involved in as we are involved in 
under the Small Watersheds Act, to follow the same cost-sharing prin- 
ciples that we are now pursuing. And I have hope that they will do 
so. I have substantial hope that they will. 

Mr. Hore. You are referring to the Army engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Pererson. The Army engineers specifically, Mr. Hope. 

We admit that the Bureau of Reclamation, in the Reclamation Act, 
have certain procedures laid down in that act which could only be 
changed by amendment to that act. 

As to small watersheds, 5,881, as I said, sets up some different ap- 
proaches than are set up under Public Law 566. As to the corps’ 
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projects, on small watersheds, they have expressed a willingness—it 
is not confirmed at this moment—to pursue the same cost-sharing 
policies that Agriculture is pursuing under Public Law 566. I have 
real hope that agreement will be reached with the corps on that par- 
ticular item. 

I can only say that generally, considering all types of structures and 
water developments that the Government is now engaged in, I can 
detect no general public request that cost-sharing arrangements be 
changed. 

Mr. Hore. Well, the Army engineers then, I take it from what you 
have said, have not indicated that the ‘y would support proposals to 
change the general cost-sharing practice on all types of projects? 

Mr. Prrerson. Only on small projects of the same type in which 
we are engaged, Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hore. Do you not feel, though, as to the position that you are 
supporting and which has been carr ried out in the case of smali water- 
sheds so far, that there is just as much to be said for that same policy 
as far as the construction of large dams is concerned as there is in the 
case of the small watersheds ¢ 

It was said a little while ago that it might be a little more difficult 
to determine the benefits. But I cannot think that is a serious problem. 
In the flood plain of any river which lies below the dam it seems to me 
that it is pretty easy to estimate the benefits. They do estimate it all 
the time when they estimate the annual prevented flood damage as a 
part of the figures they use in justifying the project. 

Now do you see any difference in principle between the large dams 
and the small dams as far as the application of that idea is concerned ? 

Mr. Pererson. I do not, Mr. Hope. 

May I cite an example of the matter I referred to earlier, and you 
will pardon me if I go to my home State where I was quite familiar 
with what was going on by way of public improvements. 

Take a large harbor in my home country, Coos Bay, Oreg. That 
is a large har bor where there has been extensive expenditures of public 
money. The benefits which accrue from those expenditures are widely 
dispersed throughout the entire economy. It is the largest lumber 
port of the wor ld. 

Up the coast a hundred miles or thereabouts is a very small harbor 
where lesser amounts of Federal funds have been expended for harbor 
improvement. But they have been expended. 

The beneficiaries in the first case are widely dispersed throughout 
the entire economy and are very difficult to identify. In the latter 
case the beneficiaries can be seen every day, the people who use that 
harbor. 

There are some public beneficiaries in the smaller case, to be sure. 
But that illustrates, I think, the point that, with respect to the small 
projects, the beneficiaries are rather readily identifiable, and certainly 
with respect to large projects certain beneficiaries are, I think, equally 
easily identifiable. 

I am merely saying this to point out that even as to the large proj- 
ects, while the prince iple i is right I think the total public benefits that 
accrue because they are so widely dispersed, would be a very substan- 
tial portion of the total costs. 

But I must still agree with you, that the principle is right, irre- 
spective of size. 
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Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. As one of the authors of these bills introduced— 
and I think Mr. Poage from Texas had the same idea in introducing 
the legislation—we want to try to speed up watershed work in the 

arious watersheds. And, from what I can see back in my own State, 
people are afraid to go into it because of the cost of the dams. I think 
that is keeping people out. 

And it seems to me, from your recommendations, that the two fea- 
tures of the bill that are the most important are the ones you are ob- 
jecting to. Is that not correct? You are objecting to ‘the phrase 
“the Secretary shall not require local organizations to assume any 
part of the construction cost of structur ral measures applicable to 
flood prevention.” And then the review by Congress and the other 
departments which slows the projects up. 

Mr. Perrerson. As to the first one, Mr. Johnson, we have rather 
fully explored that. I want to say that we are equally concerned 
with you in seeing that this watershed program does move forward 
and move forward wherever it has potential and benefits which can 
accrue from it. 

So far as I know—and I would like to ask my associates later—I 
know of no local organizations which have had serious financial dif_i- 
culties arising from the present cost-sharing principles which are be- 
ing applied. There may besome. I do not know of them. 

Mr. Jounson. I am just thinking of different watershed groups 
who are coming in and asking for projects. They are afraid of what 
it may cost. I had a letter just this week from a man in our State who 
is out doing promotional work on watersheds. I sent the letter to 
Mr. Brown for answer. He wants to know what will be the cost. 
= have no idea what it will be. 

Would you recommend that if we do not have the legislation as it 
is drawn, that we put in a small percent that they are going to pay 
so that they have some idea of what they are going to pay? That is 
not over 5 percent or not over 10 percent ? 

Mr. Pererson. That might be worked out on the basis of the ex- 
perience that we have had up to now, Mr. Johnson. 

As to a specific figure, 1 would like to confer with our people who 
are working on this thing, and review our entire experience. 

But we would not be reluctant to consider such a proposal. 

Mr. Jounson. There is another question I have been asked by 
people in Wisconsin. They want to know how many projects are 
actually in operation. And, from your statement, I would think 
that none are actually in operation yet. 

Mr. Pererson. None are in operation yet. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. How long a period has that been? When did the 
Hope Act go into effect ? 

Mr. Pererson. In August of 1954 the act was signed by the Presi- 
dent. Many of the States had to enact the necessary enabling legis- 
lation. 

Mr. Jounson. I realize that. 

Mr. Pererson. We had to put the organization together. 

We think that project i plans will flow at about the rate of about 


100 a year, as near as we can estimate now. 








20) AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. Jounson. Do you think that any will be in operation by this 
coming August? That will be 2 years. 

Mr. Prererson. We have eight projects which are in the Bureau of 
the Budget ready to come to Congress. There are how many projects, 
Mr. Williams or Mr. Brown, pending to be sent to the Bureau of the 
Budget, as a part of the transmittal route to Congress, now ? 

Mr. Brown. There are eight others that have been sent to other 
Federal agencies for review. The review period required, of 60 days, 
has not been completed on those 8. 

All together, we have had 27 in here, and still others are in the proc- 
ess of being sent to the Federal agencies now. 

Mr. Pererson. With respect to these small projects, I might sug- 
gest that the review period could well be shortened. These are not 
extensive reports. They are not unduly complicated. I do think that 
with many of these small projects being complementary to larger 
downstream flood contro] and other water-use projects, the closest 
possible interconsideration of project plans between the water develop- 
ment agencies is a desirable feature, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you think that it will be a period of 18 months 
before any will be in operation ? 

Mr. Prererson. Can you respond to that, Mr. Brown, more effectively 
than I can? You are closer to the entire operation details. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Johnson, from the date the Budget Bureau gives 
clearance on the projects which are over there, there will be a period 
of an additional 45 days which those projects must lay before the 
committees here, and after that we are ready to proceed with our part 
of the job. 

So there could be some put in operation before the end of this fiscal 
year, that is before July 1. 

Mr. Jonnson. Under the present law if Congress is in session. 

Mr. Brown. Yes; Assuming that the Budget Bureau clears those 
projects within the very near future, it is reasonable to assume that 
we could get some of them in operation this fiscal year. 

Mr. Jounson. I will yield to Congressman Albert for a question. 

Mr. Axpert. I have been told by people who have worked actively 
in this program in Oklahoma that there is an absolute minimum of 
18 months from the time you start until you can turn a spadeful of 
dirt. Is that true? 

Mr. Pererson. I would like to say, first, that from the time the 
local organization begins working with its people within the water- 
shed area, and with the landowners who are necessarily participants 
through the land-treatment measures, to acquaint them with what the 
potentials are under a watershed project, to the time their proposal 
is put together, as representative of local acceptance an extended 
period will have elapsed. 

Let’s say the loca] organization has been formed and its proposal is 
in form for the next step, that they are all agreed. The project then 
goes through the State machinery, and is approved by the State agency. 
From the time it is approved by the State agency until it comes to 
us, Mr. Brown, how long would it take for the work plan to be com- 
pleted ? 

Mr. Brown. For the average project we are shooting at the goal 
of doing the fieldwork on it in about 3 months, an average project of 
the type you have in Oklahoma. Say Sandstone Creek, as an ex- 
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ample. It would take about 3 months for the fieldwork. And after 
the fieldwork has been completed and the program has been agreed 
upon by the local organization and the Department of Agriculture 
there will be an elapsed period of about 6 months, on the average, 
required for the reviews by other Federal agencies, and to lay before 
the Congress, allowing a little time for necessary transmission of the 
document. 

Mr. Prrerson. May I respond somewhat further, that it would 
seem to me from the study I have given to this situation, that the re- 
view time and the time before Congress could be shortened without 
doing damage to the review principle. 

Mr. JoHnson. One more question I want to ask. 

L do not know whether this is general throughout the United States, 
but I do know in the area of Wisconsin that needs watershed work 
it is more the poorer farmlands, the hilly land, where we are having 
most of our trouble. I think that is probably general. And it is 
hard to go to those farmers and have them pay for the cost of a dam 
if they are willing to go ahead and do the rest of the work. That is 
the theory that I have had. 

Mr. Pererson. They do not pay for the cost of the dam, Mr. 
Johnson. 

So far, on the average, the portion of the cost of structures that the 
farmers pay, the local organizations pay, has averaged 14 percent as 
to the programs that we have ready to come forward. 

Mr. Jonnson. But don’t you think that it would help if the legis- 
lation was such that you could show the farmer, right in the act, that 
he was not going to have to pay for the cost of a dam ? 

Mr. Pererson. Of course. Anyone who can get benefits without 
cost would take them, I assume. 

Mr. Jonnson. I think we agree on the fact that the best place to 
stop these floods is back in the small watershed. Is that not right? 

Mr. Peterson. That is one of the places to stop them. 

Of course, we have maintained that the management of water starts 
where it falls upon the land. The first objective is to get as much 
of it absorbed into the ground as possible, and to prevent runoff of a 
character which does damage. That is the first objective. 

The second objective which we are here considering is the other 
beneficial uses that may result from the necessary accumulations of 
water, to prevent its running off in volume and doing damage. 

Mr. Jounson. If we can stop it back in the small watersheds we 
will stop a lot of these big floods. If all our watersheds were under 
the Hope Act we would not be having a lot of trouble we are having 
today with floods. 

Mr. Pererson. We think it will make a contribution; yes, sir. It 
will not of itself stop all of them. 

Mr. Jounson. I think we should do all we can to get more people 
to get into the watersheds. That is the reason I am backing this 
legislation. 

Mr. Hore. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. There has been a good deal of delay in these early proj- 
ects. I am under the impression that a considerable part of that has 
been due, not in every State but in a good many States, to the fact 


73501—66——4 








22 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


that the State agencies were not set up and in shape to handle the 
applications for clearance before they came to your office; am I cor- 
rect in that assumption ? 

Mr. Pererson. You are essentially correct in that, Mr. Hope. 

In some States that has been one of the deterrent factors. And I 
think most of the States now—and you correct me, Mr. Williams, if 
I am in error—most of the States now are in shape to process the 
proposals coming forward from local organizations. 

We have 38 planning parties established in the service, and we have 
an organization in gear. We intend to build on the organization we 
have. But we feel that we can handle these projects, as Mr. Brown 
has pointed out, within about 90 days from the day the plan comes 
to our attention for approval and for planning. 

Mr. Horr. To the extent that the delay has been due to the fact 
that it took some little time in some States to set up the State organi- 

zation, you think that trouble is probably behind you now ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is behind us. 

Of course, let me go back and say again, the act became effective, 
as I recall, in August of 1954. It took some little time for the Secre- 
tary’s policy statement to be prepared, for the handbook of proce- 
dural instructions to be developed by the Service, and all of the nor- 
mal administrative procedures to be fixed and gotten into the field 
and into the hands of the people who were going to do this work. ° 

That, coupled with the need to develop these planning parties, to 
get the groups of people together, the necessity for the States to perfect 
their own machinery to handle these projects, all, cumulatively, took 
about, I would say, a vear from August of 1954 to August of 1955 
in round and rough figures. 

I think we are in shape now. as has been said here, to handle these 
projects after they come to us and are approved within approximately 
a 90-day period. 

Mr. Horr. One other matter and then I am through, Mr. Chairman. 

There has been an unfavorable comparison made between the time 
that it has taken to get these projects started and the time that it 
took to get projects started under the pilot plant program. But is that 
not because of the fact that in the case of the pilot plant projects most 
of the preliminary work had been done before the projects were author- 
ized and the money appropriated and you were ready to go to work on 
them ? 

Mr. Prererson. May I ask Mr. Williams to comment on that? I 
was not here at the time the pilot program was undertaken. I am not 
familiar personally with the initial step in that program. 

Mr. WituiaMs. That is essentially the case, Mr. Hope. 

In addition, there is this fact: The pilot program was authorized 
by the Congress as a part of the appropriation language. And we were 
asked to submit a list of watersheds that were essentially ready to go to 
work on at once. That list included the ones in which a great deal 
of the field information had already been obtained, and it was a matter 
of firming up the work plan rather than starting from scratch. 

So that situation has generally prevailed. But there have been a 
few of the some 60 pilot watersheds where some rather extensive field- 
work was necessary. 
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Mr. Hagen. As I understand the purpose of this legislation, it prin- 
cipally is to establish a category of pure irrigation projects under this 
act. You are dealing with customers and not beneficiaries. 

Traditionally under the Flood Control Act, and also under the 
Reclamation Act, when you have a customer rather than a beneficiary 
he pays for the product he gets, which is water. 

And, as I understand Mr. Peterson’s testimony, he is objecting to a 
violation of that principle, which obtains in all these other water pro- 
grams. 

Ts that substantially correct? 

Mr. Poage. I do not so understand it. 

Mr. Pererson. I did not quite follow you on that. 

Mr. Hagen. As I understand it, these bills, as they started out, were 
designed to establish a category of pure irrigation projects. You can 
presently build a combination flood-control and irrigation project 
under this act, provided that the local people want to pay for the 
irrigation benefits. 

Mr. Brown. You pay for the flood control. 

Mr. Poace. No. ‘That is exactly what we are talking about. That 
is the only thing that is at issue here, is whether the Federal Govern- 
ment should pay all the costs of flood-control benefits, or all of the 
cost of the structures for flood-control benefits; not all of the cost of 
flood-control benefits. All the cost of the structure built for flood 
control. 

Mr. Hacen. Is it not also sought to establish projects with this bill 
which base 4 no flood-control connotation at all, in other words, pure 
irrigation / 

Mr. Pererson. We did not so conceive it. 

Mr. Poagr. Let me get this straight. The gentleman came in late 
and did not hear the beginning. 

Mr. Hagen. I am familiar with it from the bills from last year. 

Mr. Poace. The gentleman is not familiar with it from the bills from 
last year because this bill was introduced at this session and has been 
written since the session began. He could not be familiar with them 
from last year because the bill is not last year’s bill at all. 

The point we are discussing here is simply this point that Mr. Peter- 
son raised on page 4 or page 5 of his statement relating to the fourth 
amendment. ‘That is the only point at issue. 

The point at issue is this, Mr. Hagen, the wording “that the Sec- 
retary shall not require local organizations to assume any part of 
the construction cost of structural measures applicable to flood pre- 
vention.” That is al! that is at issue. 

It is not an issue here—at least there has been no issue raised this 
morning in regard to any matter of irrigation or any matter of charges 
to anybody. It is solely the question of who pays the cost of the struc- 
tures for flood prevention. That is the only issue that is before us 
at the moment. 

Mr. Hacen. To pin it down then, there is no effort being made to 
establish pure irrigation projects at the complete expense of the Fed- 
eral Government? 

Mr. Poagr. No, there is not. 

Mr. Hacen. As I recall the original bills, that was partially the 
idea. 

Mr. Poacr. You are talking about the Interior bills, aren’t you? 
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Mr. Hacen. No. I am talking about this bill that was before this 
committee. 

Mr. Poacr. There wasn’t any bill before the committee last year 

Mr. Hacen. There was an indication that one of the objections to 
this program was that there were areas where they could not build a 
project under this act as it now exists because they could not find any 
flood-control purpose. 

Mr. Horr. You are referring to the Mathews and Blitch bills. 

Mr. Hagen. That is right. They wanted to build a straight irriga- 
tion project. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Poace. They wanted drainage down there. 

Mr. Hacen. What they wanted would be a violation of what is tra- 
ditionally the Army engineers program and also the Bureau of Recla- 
mation program. 

Mr. Avsert. Any irrigation or municipal use here is paid for by 
customers. 

Mr. Hagen. That is a change of approach then because I believe, 
if you will examine the record last time, you will find out it was 
different. 

Mr. Jounson. I think Mr. Hagen is talking about two bills in the 
last session by Mr. Mathews and Mrs, Blitch from Georgia. 

Mr. Hacen. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. He probably is. But that is not what we have before 
us. 

Mr. Jonnson. There has been no objection to the irrigation feature 
from the Department on this bill. 

Mr. Hacen. You were talking about this cost. I could not under- 
stand where the flood-control benefits were. 

Mr. Poacr. The only thing we are discussing here is the flood con- 
trol, the cost of the structures that are built for flood control. 

Mr. Hagen. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to ask Mr. Peter- 
son one question. 

Mr. Poace. Surely. 

Mr. Hacen. Do you not think that this limitation of 5,000 acre-feet 
is kind of unrealistic? Could that not be raised a little bit ? 

Mr. Prrerson. The 5,000 acre-feet is flood-contro] capacity. That 
is the limitation presently in the bill. Do we have any indications of 
need in excess of 5,000 acre-feet of flood-control capacity ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, Mr. Peterson, there have been a few watersheds 
such as those down in Oklahoma and Texas where it has not been 
possible to develop the best flood-prevention plan within that limita- 
tion. That has caused concern to some of the people in that section. 
But we have estimated that watersheds in which that condition would 
prevail probably represent less than 5 percent of the total number of 
small watersheds. 

Mr. Axsert. Now does that no place on those particular water- 
sheds sometimes perhaps an undue wear in that you might have 2 
structures in another area that would do the job and the total cost 
would be more than 1 where you would have to use 1 project due to 
terrain ¢ 

Mr. Brown. That is correct. There have been some watersheds in 
that southwestern part of the country in which we are confronted with 
either the necessity of splitting up the storage into a larger number of 
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structures at higher cost or, else, reducing the amount of benefit by 
leaving out a structure. 

Mr. Atsert. Would you suggest that that figure be raised or that 
some flexible language be given so that within the discretion of the 
Department of Agriculture adjustments might be made where 
justified ? 

Mr. Pererson. What are our engineering showings on the maximum 
size that we would have had to use for the most efficient development 
of the watershed? Excuse me for asking a question. 

Mr. Apert. I want to get it cleared up. 

Mr. Pererson. I don’t know the answer to that question. I think 
Mr. Brown does. 

Mr. Brown. We have done some planning in connection with the 11 
originally authorized watersheds, including the Ouchita in your State, 
and the Trinity and Middle Colorado in Texas, in which structures up 
to about 15,000 acre-feet were found to be the most economical solu- 
tion. Those are key structures at the head of a small watershed, so 
to speak, in which a large area of rangeland above it is controlled by a 
single structure. 

1 believe that is about the maximum size that we have found in any 
of the some 250 small watersheds that have been planned under all of 
the programs of the Department to date as the indicated upper limit 
for flood-prevention storage. 

Mr. Asert. There would be no objection, would there, to bringing 
this up to the actual figures that are shown to be necessary ? 

Mr. Poage. I think there would. I never thought there was any 
merit in putting it in there, but I know the reason. I think I know 
the reason for keeping it in there. I think if you raise that limit the 
Army engineers would fight this bill, and you will not have any bill. 
That is the only reason for putting the 5,000 acres-feet in there. 

Mr. Arzert. Do you not think language expressing an exception to 
be approved by the Secretary or somebody would be all right? 

Mr. Poacr. If you can get the Army engineers to accept such an 
exception, I am sure that there would be no objection on the part of 
any author of this bill or the committee to putting it in. 

Mr. Horr. If you make an exception to be approved by the Army 
engineers it might help. 

Mr. Poacer. It is just a question of whether you can get something 
passed. 

Mr. Atsert. What about an exception subject to the approval of 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Chief of Army Engineers? 

Mr. Poagr. You can get that through without any question. 

Mr. Apert. You can? 

Mr. Poacre. Yes. 

Mr. Ausert. Why not do it then? 

Mr. Warts. Only where it goes over 5,000 feet. 

Mr. Atperr. But there might be cases where you would have to 
build four 5,000-foot structures to do what one 12,000-foot structure 
would do, 

Mr. Poace. I think that is right. 

Mr. Horr. I do not think there is any guaranty that the Army 
engineers will approve them. 

Mr. Avert. The Army engineers might agree to a compromise. 

Mr. Poace. It might be worth trying. 





26 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


If there are no further questions 

Mr, Warts. May I ask one further question ? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes, Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Peterson, you testified that on the programs that 
had been approved the percentage of local participation on the struc- 
ture is about 14 percent. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Warts. That applies to which of these figures? The 135 that 
have been approved or the 27 plans that have been completed, the 16 
that have been transmitted to other Federal agencies, or the 8 that are 
before the Bureau of the Budget ? 

Mr. Prrerson. I believe there are 27 that have been approved in 
Washington at the present time. And it is as to those 27 on which 
approval has been given here that the 14-percent figure applies. 

Mr. Warts. What is the range of that? What is the highest per- 
centage of local contribution ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. Can you answer that, Mr. Brown ? 

Mr. Brown. The range is from 10 percent, as a low, to 7114 percent 
asa high. Those projects which are the highest are projects which are 
primarily drainage, I should point out. 

Mr. Warts. Have you any way of estimating whether that 14-per- 
cent figure would continue in regard to the other projects that have 
been approved, the planning approved! Or do you have to wait 
until the planning is completed before you know that figure? 

Mr. Brown. That is a negotiated figure, and I don’t believe I could 
answer it further than that. 

Mr. Pererson. Might I suggest that inquiry be made as to the per- 
centage that would be involved through the application of the ratio 
of direct total benefits. 

To indicate the degree of negotiation that has been undertaken 
here with local organizations, I should like to point out that, first, 
we determine what portion, under the principle we use, the local or- 
ganization would pay. Then the policy statement provides that we 
may take into consideration, or there shall be justified in each work 
plan, the reasons why a lesser percentage will be paid by the local or- 
ganizations—perhaps Mr. Brown could give you the figure—than the 
average of what the initial figure was, by application of the principle 
involved in the cost-sharing statement. 

Mr. Jounson. Just one question in there. 

At what stage in the procedure does the farmer back in the water- 
shed know what percentage he is going to have to pay? Is it after 
it gets to Washington and you have gone through the plans? 

Mr. Brown. No. It is in the latter stages of the work plan develop- 
ment, Mr. Johnson, when the benefits have been determined and the 
costs of the remedial measures, including the structures, have been de- 
termined. It is at that stage that we can come to the local organiza- 
tion and present the facts on the relationship of local benefits to total 
benefits. 

In answering the other question that was raised, the plans that we 
have reviewed to date, excluding those in which drainage is a major 
factor, talking only about those that related mainly to flood preven- 
tion, the local benefits have ranged from about 55 percent up to nearly 
100 percent of the total benefits. 

Mr. Warts. Local? 
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Mr. Brown. The local benefits have ranged from about 55 to nearly 
100 percent. 

The actual cost-sharing negotiated on those projects for flood pre- 
vention has ranged from about 10 percent up to about 40 percent, the 
difference being the amount of shift that has been made. 

Mr. Warts. What percent of the flood control features, leaving out 
drainage and other things, has been attributed to the local people? 
That same figure / 

Mr. Brown *. That is the one I was giving, yes, of the benefits that 
will result from the installation of the structures and the : application 
of the land-treatment measures. 

Mr. Warts. There is one other question I would like to ask Mr. 
Peterson, and then I am through. 

Since the policy of the Army engineers on flood control projects 
and the Bureau of Reclamation prov rides for the Federal Government 
to bear all of the cost of flood control, even though you and many 
other people think maybe that it ought to be on an allocated basis in 
those categories, do you not think that it would be a good idea for 
us all to get on the same basis and let the Federal Government bear 
the cost of the structures on these types of watershed structures and 
then undertake if we want to, to change the philosophy on all three 
rather than just discriminate against this particular one ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, in the first place, as I said earlier, these are 
local projects with Federal assistance, and not Federal public works 
projec ts per se, as some of the ls arger ones are. 

In the second place, it seems e ntirely reasonable to me that, if a land- 
owner or any other person gets an enhancement in the dollar value 
of the property which he has protected, he should in some measure 
participate in the cost of that protection. 

I would question whether the time will ever rise when simulta- 
neously you will get a change in policy applied to all the work that is 
being undertaken in this field on all measures by all agencies of the 
Federal Government. They have been built up under “different cir- 
cumstances at different times with different histories and with different 
legislation. 

I think a beginning must be made somewhere, and I think a begin- 
ning can be made here without doing injury or placing undue hard- 
ship upon the people who are participating in this type of project. 

And I say again I think one of the very important things is that these 
are local projects, developed, sponsored and proposed by local people 
requesting Federal assistance, as distinguished from Federal public 
works projects where the initiation comes from the Federal Govern- 
ment itself. 

Mr. Warts. While they are more or less local in nature, every drop 
of rainfall that is held back up some hollow contributes to the flood 
control situation farther down the stream, does it not ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is true. At least we believe it to be true. 

Mr. Warts. And a series of small dams in the headwaters of the 
various valleys and hollows might have the same effect far downstream 
that one large structure would have on the folks below ? 

Mr. Pererson. That bears on some engineering problems on which 
I am not competent to respond. But it is my understanding that these 
small structures are built on the basis of projections of a particular 

rate of runoff whereas the big structures are built upon the projection 
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of a peak flood at a period where the small structures would not by 
themselves take care of the total flood control needs on a particular 
river. 

Mr. Warts. But when you do provide for 5,000 acre-feet of flood 
control I assume you mean to impound that water at times when 
there is heavy rainfall and let it out at times when it is needed below 
so that it does reduce by 5,000 acre-feet the amount of water that even- 
tually goes down that stream at the wrong time, does it not ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, if a storm is of sufficient intensity to fill the 
reservoirs, the 5,000-acre-feet reservoirs provided under the terms of 
this act, then any excess by reason of storm intensity will naturally 
have to flow off and go out the spill-ways. 

Mr. Warts. Asis also true of a large structure, is it not? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, my point is that storms of some intensity over 
a certain duration would create a flood situation which small struc- 
tures would not take care of. 

Mr. Warts. That is right. 

I was getting them all on the same basis, that if there is going 
to be any change in the basis, that it ought to be a change that should 
be made to apply to all types of structures and not just pick out this 
particular one. 

Mr. Pererson. I certainly agree with you in principle, as I have 
indicated before. : 

I think as to this general type of project undertaken, and, pursuant 
to the legislation here under discussion, judging from our conversa- 
tions thus far with representatives of the corps, we can and will reach 
agreement with respect to cost-sharing arrangements, assuming this 
general policy is retained. 

Mr. Warts. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poaege. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Jounson. There is just one question I want to ask. 

Mr. Poace. May I suggest that we have five more witnesses we 
must hear this morning. I am not going to cut you off from this 
question, but the Chair is not going to recognize anybody else. We 
are not going to be able to hear these gentlemen unless we move 
along. 

Mr. Jonnson. I think Mr. Hope made the point about the people 
in Kansas City being benefited by the Tuttle Creek Dam. There is 
no doubt but what these 5,000-acre dams are going to protect little 
villages down below lots of times from floods. 

Are you able or have you been able to get donations from property 
owners that live in these communities that are in the path of this 
particular creek that would be flooded ? 

Mr. Pererson. I think we have. 

Mr. Wiuut1aMs. I think Mr. Brown can answer that better than I. 

Mr. Brown. Of course, at this stage, Mr. Johnson, the local organi- 
zations which have sponsored the projects have made a commitment 
that they will be able to raise the amount that they have agreed 
to. In most instances that has not yet gotten to the point where the 
amounts have been either assessed to or promised by individual bene- 
ficiaries. There has been a promise of the organization as a whole. 

Mr. Jounson. Then at this time you cannot tell whether they are 
getting the donations from everybody benefited by the dam or not? 
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Mr. Brown. I do not believe that has been worked out, and prob- 
ably will not be worked out in most instances prior to the approval of 
the project. It will be in the stage when you get into operations that 
the money needs to be raised. 

Mr. Peterson. Of course, the local organization will be the agency 
that determines who pays and to what degree they pay. 

Mr. Brown. That is right. 

Mr. Jounson. That is all. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you so much, Mr. Peterson. 

Congressman Sikes is here and wants to testify. I know he has to 
go, and he wants to make a very brief statement. I wonder if we might 
take him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Srxes. Thank you very much for this courtesy, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I have been authorized and instructed by the southeastern zone, 
comprising Democratic Members of Congress from Georgia, South 
Carolina, and Florida, to appear here and to state that we are unani- 
mous in our endorsement and support of the Poage, Blitch, Matthews, 
and other identical bills ond watershed protection. 

We recognize the grave need for this measure or for a measure of 
this type, and we recognize the importance of it. 

We earnestly urge that a bill be favorably reported. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you, Mr. Sikes. We appreciate your appearance. 

Mr. Poagr. Our next witness is Mr. Allen of the Oklahoma Asso- 
ciation of Soil Conservation Districts. 

We have five witnesses scheduled to hear this morning, and we want 
to hear them all this morning. 

Mr. Apert. May I say that Mr. Allen is president of our State 
association, and has been active in this kind of work ever since the 
Washita program started. 

Mr. Poace. We are delighted to have him with us. 


STATEMENT OF HARRAL ALLEN, ADA, OKLA., OKLAHOMA 
ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as a 
farmer, my poise may not be as polished as the Secretary. I hope 
you will bear v ith me. 

My name is Harral Allen. I am a farmer from Ada, Okla. My 
farm is in the watershed of Sandy Creek, west of Ada. A watershed 
»rotection plan for this stream is being made-now under provisions of 

ublic Law 566. I head the conservancy district—that is the State 
organization—that deals with the Secretary of Agriculture on this 
matter. I have been recently elected president of the Oklahoma As- 
sociation of Soil Conservation Districts. 

I feel it is an imposition on you for me to use your time here. After 
having studied the changes you propose to 566, I am sure we think 
along the same lines. However, having worked on this program out- 
lined by 566, there is a possibility I might have something of interest 
to you. 


73501—56—_5 
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As you well know, there are three distinct upstream programs work- 
ing through the Department of Agriculture, the 11 watersheds act, 
the pilot creek projects and those under 566. 

The legislation proposed in H. R. 8750—and incidentally that is the 
only one I have seen a copy of, is the reason I refer to it—is a step in 
the direction of having one upstream flood prevention program rather 
than three. 

Our people endorse the provision of this bill eliminating cost shar- 
ing on flood-prevention structures. The public concept has always 
been that flood-control costs were a function for the Federal Govern- 
ment. Our citizens feel that 566 should conform. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might depart from the text at that point, I was 
never able to find that in print until last night. And | happen to 
have a copy of the Water Resources Policy, a report by the Presiden- 
tial Advisory Committee on Water Resources. Xs ou know, this has 
been transmitted by the President under the date OF Savanty 17 to the 
Congress. In reading this, I find on page 34, the last sentence in the 
paragraph, starting out “Payment of interest,” this sentence, and, 
if I may extract it from the text, I would like to read it: 

Under existing procedure, other beneficiaries such as those protected from 
flooding are generally not required to reimburse the Federal Government for its 
cash outlays, and interest is consequently not involved. 

The thing that I want to call your attention to there is that they 
have said that generally flooding costs are not charged to individuals 
but are borne by the Federal Government. 

Returning to my text, there are two parts to smaller watersheds pro- 
tection, land-treatment measures, and structural measures. Our peo- 
ple feel they have done their just share in putting land-treatment 
measures on the land, providing easements and rights-of-way, rerout- 
ing highways, roads, railroads, pipelines and other utilities, and con- 
tracting to operate and maintain structures. 

And may I depart once again from the text and say I learned this 
morning of something else that I had not pictured as yet, and that is 
in the instance of Wewoka Creek in Oklahoma, in order to proceed 
with their project they must have an appraisal of the land benefited 
below the structures. A paper I saw this morning shows that they 
are out picking up $25,000 by donations, to be returned later from tax 
money, to pay the cost of appraisal only before they even know what 
the cost is going to be on the individual farms below the structures. 
I had not been aware of that because we had not come to that in our 
project as yet. 

Returning to the text, percentagewise this—and I am talking about 
land-treatment measures and those other things recited above—this 
amounts to more than 50 percent of the total cost when consideration 
is given to conservation measures now in place. 

fay I repeat that. When consideration is given to conservation 
measures now in place. 

I believe, if you will check the regulations under which we operate, 
that only conservation measures put on the land after we start work- 
ing under 566 are given any consideration as a local cost. Actually 
those conservation measures, a lot of them, are already in place, and no 
credit is given to the local people for that cost that is already there. 
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Returning to the text again, our people think that storage for any 
purpose other than flood prevention should be financed by those 
benefited. 

We have in mind in our particular watershed that there are instances 
where storage might be provided for irrigation. Over on the Ouachita, 
which is one of the watershed projects, the city of Duncan has gone 
in with the boys over there and have taken some storage for a municipal 
supply. So that we picture something like that as possible in our 
smaller watersheds. Those costs, that is for irrigation and for munici- 
pal supplies, et cetera, we feel should be paid by those benefiting from 
those projects. 

Returning to the text, concerning the feature of this bill dealing 
with full use of dam sites, may I say this: 

There are a limited number of good sites available in our Nation for 
dams, both small and large. Each should be utilized to its maximum. 
The wording of this bill will permit us to do so to a certain degree. 

The terrain on certain streams makes it impossible in some few 
cases to get adequate flood control when that feature—that is flood 
control—of structures is limited in size to 5,000 acre-feet. 

On our creek we have found that there is one example of this. If 
this structure is but 5,000 acre-feet in size we cannot get the control 
desired. 

This limitation is not in the law covering the 11 watersheds. And I 
might add we would not have put it in there. An agriculture depart- 
mental letter has been sent to the field requiring compliance with this 
feature, compliance with this feature on all the 11 watersheds under 
the law of 1944. Asa result, the Ouchita River people tell us that they 
cannot secure desired control in certain cases on their watershed. 

I believe the 5,000-acre-foot limitation should be left out of this bill. 

The features of the bill having to do with shortening of time from 
planning to implementation are good. Any time saved will speed up 
the program. 

And might I again depart from the text and give you an example 
of what we have found in our own watershed. 

By working closely with people from other departments, for ex- 
ample, from the Interior Department, we have the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, I believe it is called. There are lots of Indian lands in this 
watershed and also in all of Oklahoma for that matter. Those boys 
are working with us in our local watershed while the plan is being 
drawn. In other words, they are helping us prepare that plan. And 
we anticipate that when the review of it is necessary by the asia 
of the Interior that one of those bridges will already have been crossed 
and that the time can be shortened. 

That has nothing to do with the law. That is just a local application 
of the law that will speed up the program. 

Returning once again to the text, on our 566 planning program for 
Sandy Creek we have followed the policy of crossing each bridge as 
we came to it. We have taken a look at the road ahead. The most 
dreaded obstacle we can see deals with getting quantities of monev to 
take care of local costs that will remain even with the legislation being 
considered here. 

Our solution in Oklahoma is to go the bond route. You all know 
how rough the bond market is today on municipals, school building 
issues, and like paper. We wonder what will happen when we are 
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required to offer our conservancy-district bonds for sale. As there 
will be no experience ratings behind them, we have no way of knowing 
about what rate of interest may be required to get them marketed. 

The provisions of this act, if I read correctly, will permit us to 
obtain funds by loan and thereby not have to face the bond market. 
This will greatly speed our smaller watersheds protection program. 

The welfare of our country requires the speeding up of this program. 
As a Nation we must protect the investment we have in water projects 
of the Corps of Engineers and those of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
Protecting the little waters now with substantial money, coupled with 
needed streambank stabilization, will decrease siltation and give the 
big dam projects a greatly extended life expectancy. Let us permit 
posterity to enjoy these projects. We must admit that future genera- 
tions will be picking up the check for a part of their cost. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very much indebted to you for this good state- 
ment. 

If there are no questions, we thank you very much. 

Mr. Atuen. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Poacr. I am going to call Mr. Matt Triggs of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, 

I understand you have to appear before another committee tomor- 
row, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Triags. Yes,sir. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poage. You may proceed. | 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIREC- 
TOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triees. Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman and members of 
the committee. 

At the last annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion the voting delegates of the member State farm bureaus adopted 
the following resolution: 

We recommend that the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act be 
amended to include Federal participation in the construction costs of structures 
designed to store water for conservation and beneficial use in addition to flood 
prevention. We also recommend that the cost-sharing provisions of this legisla- 
tion continue to be approximately 50-50 between the Federal Government and 
non-Federal participants. 

Our position in this matter is based upon a belief that in noe 
the development of a watershed it is necessary and desirable that al 
potential uses of water in the area be considered. While in some in- 
stances it is clear that only a single use of the water in an area may 
be feasible, in most cases multiple uses, or conflict in the uses of suc 
water for various purposes, isinvolved. In such cases it is appropriate 
that planning for the project be carried forward on a multiple-use 
basis and that, to a maximum extent, the planning and approval of 
projects be at the local level so as to insure that those who will be 
primarily affected shall have a major responsibility and control. 

We therefore wish to recommend approval of sections (a) and (d) 
of H. R. 8750. 

Section (b) of H. R. 8750 proposes an amendment to section 4 of 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act so that section . 
will be consistent with the revised purposes of the act as revised by 
sections (a) and (d) of this bill. oliver, the language that— 
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the Secretary shall not require local organizations to assume any part of the 
structural cost of construction measures applicable to flood prevention 
appears to be broader than desirable, since under this language the 

ederal Government could apparently be called upon to pay all of the 
costs or at least such portion of the cost as might be or could be attrib- 
utable to flood control of such structural features as check dams, ter- 
racing, water-spreading structures, farm pounds, drainage ditches 
and other practices performed on a farm. Agricultural conservation 
pages may be earned in connection with such practices. 

gather from the discussion here today that this was not the inten- 

tion of the authors of the bill. 

Section (c) of H. R. 8750 amends the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act in three respects. 

One of these would provide that for any project where the Federal 
contribution to a project is less than $250,000 the project need not be 
reported “to the Congress through the President.” 

The second would provide that for such small project it would not 
be necessary to clear the project with the Secretary of the Interior or 
the Army engineers. 

We wish to strongly endorse these two amendments without neces- 
sarily endorsing $250,000 as the dividing line. But it is, we think, ob- 
viously ridiculous to require exactly the same routine of clearance and 
approval for a $10,000 project as for a $2 million project. At some 
point the extra costs and time delays involved in interagency and con- 
gressional clearance outweigh the desirability of such clearance. We 
do not believe that the small projects referred to in these proposed 
amendments will be of sufficient significance in a broad irrigation or 
river flood-control program as to warrant the application of the de- 
tailed procedures of the act in such instances. 

The third proposed amendment in paragraph (c) of H. R, 8750 

would strike the vate in the first. proviso of section 5 of the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act. This proviso now reads— 
* * * that the Secretary shall not construct or enter into any contract for the 
construction of any structure unless there is no local organization authorized by 
State law to undertake such construction or to enter into such contract, and in 
no event after July 1, 1956. 

We wish to respectfully recommend that this proposed amendment 
not be approved. We think this is a key feature of the original act. 
More than any other feature of this act, this point, i. e., who shall 
assume the construction responsibility, determines whether this pro- 

am shall be a program involving responsibility and authority by a 
ocal agency, or whether the real responsibility shall be vested in the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

We are disappointed, as we are sure is true of the committee, that 
no watershed projects have yet reached the dirt-moving stage. But 
the pipeline is now fairly full, and we believe the other amendments in 
H. R. 8750 will help to keep it full and overflowing. And we know 
that few legislative enactments in recent years have stirred up more 
interest at the local and State level than the Watershed Act. This 
interest has been created because of the responsibility vested in the 
act at the local and State level. This argues well for the future of the 
program, even though it slows down the program in its initial phases. 
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It is quite true that some States have not yet enacted legislation 
ee the creation of or the grant of authority to local organiza- 
tions to undertake such responsibility. But many, in fact most, States 
have. And many States will in the near future if we retain the present 
provisions of the act in this respect. 

At our last annual meeting the delegates of the State Farm Bureaus 
recommended : 

* * * that State Farm Bureaus, in cooperation with other local interests, con- 
tinue to take the initiative in seeking enactment of watershed district legislation 
which will allow local organizations to take advantage of the provisions of the act. 

It is our belief that this is the route by which we will get maximum 
interest and participation by local people in assuming responsibility 
for their own land and water problems, with a measure of assistance 
from the Federal Government, and that this is imperative to maxi- 
mum accomplishment under the program. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poace. We are very much obliged to you, Mr. Triggs. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Triggs ? 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to ask him a question. 

Going back to this same point, this act does authorize projects which 
have no flood-control connotation. And then you go ahead and strike 
this language in the statute which says that the Federal Government 
shall only bear the cost of flood-control features, and, in effect, auth- 
orize the Secretary, in his discretion, to charge or not to charge for 
the non-flood-control features. You give him an exfremely broad 
discretion there. 

Mr. Poace. What part of the bill? 

Mr. Hacen. That is section (b). 

In other words, you are striking out that existing language in the 
law which says by statute that the Federal Government cannot bear 
the cost of non-flood-control features. And then you are saying to the 
Secretary in lieu thereof you substitute that the Secretary cannot 
charge for flood-control features, but, in effect, you are permitting 
him to charge or not to charge for these other aspects of the structures. 

In other words, you are untying the hands of the Secretary. In his 
broad discretion he can make a gift of these irrigation benefits, or he 
can charge for them. 

Mr. Trias. I did not so anticipate or interpret this language. But 
if there is an ibility that it mighit be interpreted in that connec- 
tion, we thin that the local people and organizations should bear the 
costs. 

Mr. Haaen. This language must mean something. You are strik- 
ing out the existing prohibition of the law. 

Mr. Poace. The language means, of course, as this bill is written, 
that those people would not have to pay for the flood prevention fea- 
tures of structures. It relates to nothing but structures. And it re- 
lates to nothing but flood prevention features. 

Mr. Hagen. The existing language of the law says that. So why 
change it? ~ 

Mr. Poacg. The existing language of the law says that the Secre- 
tary can charge flood prevention features to the local people, and he 
does do it. And Secretary Peterson just explained, he does do it. 
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Mr. Hagen. It makes no reference to that. That is Department 
policy. The present law says that no part of the construction cost 
for providing any capacity in structures for purposes other than flood 
ee and features related thereto shall be borne by the Federal 

overnment. In other words, it isa prohibition. 

Now you are striking that and saying that the Secretary shall not 
require local organizations to assume any part of the construction 
cost of structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 

Presumably under this latter language he could in his discretion 
charge or not charge for other features. You are merely tieing his 
hands with respect to flood control, but you are unleashing him with 
respect to other aspects of these structures. 

Mr. Poaer. I do not think that we do that. 

Mr. Hagen. I think that is what the language means. Otherwise 
there is no point in changing it. 

Mr. Poace. I think the point is that we were trying to provide that 
the local people would not have to pay the flood prevention costs of 
the structures. 

Mr. Hagen. I think that language goes beyond that, however. 

Mr. Poage. I know youthink so. I just don’t think it does. 

Mr. Jounson. I don’t either. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there other questions of the witness? If not, thank 
you so much, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trices. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. , 

Mr. Poacer. I am trying to get through with these witnesses this 
morning. There are several here yet to be heard. 

We have Mr. Nolan Fuqua of the National Association of Soil Con- 
servation Districts. 


STATEMENT OF CLAIR P. GUESS, JR., ASSISTANT TO THE 
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS 


Mr. Gurss. Mr. Chairman, I am Clair Guess from South Carolina. 
In Mr. Fuqua’s absence, he has asked that I present the views of the 
National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

I am from Columbia, S. C., and I am acting as assistant to the presi- 
dent of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. I 
regret that I could not get sufficient copies of my statement to pass out 
at this time, not knowing exactly when we would be on the floor, but 
they will be available shortly after 1 o’clock, and I would like very 
much to distribute them at that time. _ 

Mr. Poage. Thank you. We will be glad to have them. 

Mr. Gusss. I am appearing before your committee at the request of 
our president, Nolan J. Fuqua, and our board of directors to present 
our views on H. R. 8750, H. R. 8804, and other bills to amend the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

It is unnecessary for me to tell this committee that our national 
association represents nearly 2700 soil conservation districts organ- 
ized as local units of self-government under State law. It is also un- 
necessary for me to tell you that our districts now contain practically 
90 percent of all the farm and ranchlands of the Nation. Nor do I 
need to emphasize that more than 114 million farmers and ranchers in 
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this Nation are active district cooperators who are applying soil and 
water conservation practices on their land. 

When the face lifting of America that is now actively underway is 
measured against the average age of all soil conservation districts, 
which is less than 10 years, we feel our pride in districts, in their 
local initiative and responsibility, is abundantly justified. 

I have said it is unnecessary for me to tell this committee about 
our districts for each of you is well acquainted with our program in 
your own congressional district. Because you are so familiar with our 
program and have given it such generous support in the past, we know 
that you recognize the great concern of soil conservation districts for 
the successful functioning of the watershed protection and flood pre- 
vention program. 

We look at this act as a most important tool with which soil con- 
servation districts can carry out their programs. Districts have been 
a sponsor of nearly every one of the more than 400 applications for 
assistance under the act that have been made to the Department of 
Agriculture with approval of the States. 

You will recall that our national association gave the strongest 
possible support to enactment of Public Law 566 in the 83d Congress. 
Our association has sought, and continues to seek, the collaboration 
and support of all other organizations having like-minded objectives. 
We have participated actively with national farm, business, labor, and 
wildlife organizations in the national watershed congress to further 
our mutual objectives of upstream watershed treatment and manage- 
ment to protect and wisely use our precious soil and water resources. 

Our national officers and hundreds of soil conservation district 
leaders have watched closely developments under the Watershed Pro- 
tection and Flood Prevention Act since it became law some 18 months 
ago. Frankly, gentlemen, we are not satisfied with the limitations 
of this law. We are, in fact, greatly alarmed. We fear that the prac- 
tical usefulness of this new tool is being frustrated in its practical 
application by the limitations of the law and policy established under 
it 


Many of these fears were frankly voiced in the forum of the National 
Watershed Congress in December. They were repeated and empha- 
sized at the annual meeting of the national association in Boston last 
week, We believe that corrective action by the Congress is urgently 
needed. 

It was most timely that our national convention was able to consider 
the bills originated in this committee. The joint sessions of our legis- 
lative and water-shed committees to consider these bills drew the 
largest attendance of any committee sessions at our convention. The 
resolution passed by these committees was unanimously adopted by 
the convention last Thursday. It states, in brief: 

That the association support the amendments to Public Law 566 as provided 
in the Poage and Hope bills (H. R. 8750 and H. R. 8804) and include the provyi- 
sion of S. 3023, as introduced by Senator Clements, that would eliminate the 
5,000 acre-foot limitation on the total capacity of structures. 

We believe that the fundamental premise of Congress in passing 
Public Law 566 was very simple. Congress wanted to provide, as we 
have understood it, for Federal aid to local organizations in carrying 
out their own locally initiated and executed programs of watershed 
protection and flood prevention. 
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If this premise is correct, then local organizations should be able to 
obtain help for and to include in their watershed plans all types of 
improvements for better soil and water management. This should 
include, where needed, not only soil-conservation practices on the land 
and structures for flood prevention but such other improvements as 
storage and distribution of water to increase the efficiency of farming 
by irrigation, disposal of excess water by drainage for the same pur- 
pose, storage and release of water into small streams during dry pe- 
riods to provide stock water, maintain good fishing, and dilute down- 
stream pollution. It should permit a good dam site to be used for 
both flood prevention and municipal water supply or any other use- 
ful purpose to the community. Our association fully supports the 
amendment which would broaden the purpose of the act. 

You will note that the resolution of our convention asks that the 
bills before you be modified to eliminate altogether the 5,000-acre- 
foot limitation on the side of structures. The limitation on watershed 
size alone provides adequate assurance that no large reservoirs are 
going to be constructed. Soil-conservation districts would almost 
without exception oppose inclusion of a reservoir in any plan of theirs 
ng the pool area would cover a significant acreage of agricultural 
land. 

But this is not our main argument for this proposal. The reason is 
more fundamental. It was brought our clearly by Major General 
Itschner, Chief of Civil Works for the Corps of Engineers, in his 
remarks before our convention in Boston last week. 

General Itschner generously offered the cooperation of the corps 
in planning and constructing any needed reservoirs larger than 5,000- 
acre-feet as part of a watershed plan. But he also told us this: The 
policy of the Corps of Engineers is that the land easements and rights- 
of-way on which the reservoir is situated must be acquired by or do- 
nated to the United States. The reservoir must be built by the Federal 
Government, and it must thereafter be operated, maintained and con- 
trolled by the Government. If you related this Army policy to Pub- 
lic Law 566 it means to us that local organizations cannot be trusted 
with Federal aid to construct, operate and maintain their own reser- 
voirs over 5,000 acre-feet in size. 

This is a clear-cut conflict between the rights of local organiza- 
tions or States and Federal domination. We do not like this at all. 
If the principles in Public Law 566 mean anything they mean that 
our partnership in watershed protection and flood prevention should 
not be dominated by the Federal Government. 

We do not want in our soil-conservation districts, as a part of our 

lans, reservoirs that belong to the United States Government. There- 
roe recognizing full well the opposition that may be expected from 
Federal construction agencies, we ask you to eliminate the 5,000-acre- 
foot limitation as matter not only of practical need but of recognition 
of the clear-cut rights of State and local sponsoring organizations. 

We favor the amendments relating to cost sharing. We sincerely 
believe that an equitable sharing of costs results when the local people 
apply the ee land-treatment measures, acquire all lands, ease- 
ments and rights-of-way, contract for all structures and guarantee 
their operation and maintenance while the Federal Government pays 
for the actual cost of construction for flood prevention. 


78501—56——-6 
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We are informed that cost sharing has been about 50-50 in the pilot 
watershed program under this arrangement. We understand your 
amendments would direct the Secretary of Agriculture not to require 
a cash contribution from the local organization. We note, however, 
that your amendment does not prohibit the local organization from 
contributing to construction costs in order to speed up the job if they 
desire to do so. 

On some pilot watersheds local organizations have put up substan- 
tial sums in cash. 

We also understand that these amendments provide the same de 
of Federal aid as is pesesaes in small projects bill H. R. 5881 which 
passed both houses of Congress at the last session. 

Assumption by the Federal Government of the construction cost 
of works for flood control is a policy of long standing. Literally, 
billions of dollars have been eae on our major rivers to protect 
cities and mainstream flood plains. Neither the States nor local organ- 
izations have been required to contribute to construction costs. 

Unless Congress intends to reverse this policy—and we doubt that 
it will—we fail to see how it can rationally discriminate against 
beneficiaries in upstream watersheds, most of whom are farmers, by 
requiring more of them than of other segments of our society. I don’t 
need to remind you, I am sure, that the farmers of this Nation are 
toda the least able of all its citizens to take on any additional financial 

urdens. 

But this is not our main argument. The truth is that the national 
benefit resulting from the work that farmers and ranchers are doing 
to conserve and improve the lands of this Nation for our children and 
grandchildren more than offsets a 100 percent Federal contribution 
to construction costs. 

We do not believe that the present policy of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, namely, pegging cost sharing to the relation of so-called 
local benefits to total benefits, is either equitable or practicable. No 
one has yet agreed upon the definition of a local benefit versus a non- 
local benefit. Local people are confused by this new and complicated 
philosophy. No one can tell in advance what the cost sharing in a 
watershed project will be. The administrators of the program who 
must deal with local organizations are put in a ee position. 
These men are neither law ers nor bankers; they are skilled soil con- 
servationists. We need a fixed formula for cost sharing and we need 
it soon. 

We believe the amendments proposed in your bill will provide an 
adequate cost-sharing formula for flood prevention. With respect 
to irrigation and drainage, we believe the cost sharing should be 
equal to interest-free loans as provided for in the small projects bill. 
If such a provision is not written into law it should at least be recog- 
nized as the intention of the Congress in connection with the bills 
before you. . . 

Our association supports the amendments to waive review by other 
Federal agencies and the Congress of projects involving Federal con- 
struction eosts of less than $250,000. We have complete confidence 
that the Soil Conservation Service, in assisting soil-conservation dis- 
tricts, will call upon other Federal agencies to participate whenever 
the watersheds contain lands administered by these agencies or Fed- 
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eral projects affected by the watershed improvements. Districts are 
also vitally concerned with proper management of public lands, and 
will see that this is done. 

Our association believes that the provision of long-term, low-inter- 
est-rate loans would enable many local organizations to finance their 
part of the job where they are not currently able to do so. We favor 
this amendment. 

Likewise, we favor extension of the authority of the act to Hawaii, 
Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. We have 43 districts 
in these areas outside of continental United States. They are just 
as ready, willing, and able to do their part of the job as we are here in 
the States. It would be discrimination to deny them this opportunity. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity you have given us to 
appear before your committee. We assure you again of our strongest 
support for the bills now under consideration. We believe that the 
enactment of these amendments to Public Law 566 will be another 
important step in conservation, development, and self-government for 
agriculture. 

Thank you,sir. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. We have some witnesses from Kentucky 
that we want to hear. First is Mr. Labon P. Jackson, commissioner 
of conservation for the Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

We will be delighted to hear you, Mr. Jackson. 

Mr, Warts. Mr. Chairman, Mr, Jackson, as you have said, is the 
commissioner of conservation for the Commonwealth of Kentucky, 
and is very much interested in the subject being considered by this 
committee. He has done a splendid job as commissioner of conserva- 
tion, and you can be sure that I am delighted to have him here. 

Mr. Poage. The committee is fortunate in having Mr. Jackson 
here. 


STATEMENTS OF LABON P. JACKSON, COMMISSIONER OF CONSER- 
VATION FOR THE COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY; AND ROBERT 
E. BOLIN, DIRECTOR OF FLOOD CONTROL, COMMONWEALTH OF 
KENTUCKY 


.Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and lady and gentlemen, I am ex- 
tremely happy to be here to represent Kentucky. 

We have a paper we are handing out to you. And I might say it is 
one thing that we in Kentucky are all 100 percent together on, which 
is something sometimes. 

Anyway, I am not going to read that paper, but I am going to 

int up a few things that I think are important in this bill. I think 
Twill just talk, if I might. 

Mr. Poace. We will be delighted to have you do so. 

Mr. Jackson. And you can read that later. 

We called in all of our segments, our soil-conservation people, our 
extension people, my chairman of the division of flood control, and all 
of the other people interested in this project in Kentucky, and this 
paper is their thinking. So we are 100 percent behind it. 








40 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


PRoPpOsED AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC Law 566 


The following amendments to Public Law 566, the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act, would help to equalize Federal assistance provided under 
it with that provided for in H. R. 5881, the small projects bill, and in the flood- 
control acts. They would permit a more uniform Federal policy of assisting in 
upstream watersheds and with downstream improvements, thereby providing 
more nearly comparable benefits to farmers and ranchers, municipalities and 
industries : 

1. Remove the restriction in section 4 (2) of Public Law 566 that prevents the 
Secretary of Agriculture from sharing in the construction cost of water storage 
for purposes other than flood prevention. Also in section 2 under item 2, delete 
the words “agricultural phases of.” 

Justification: This amendment would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to 
share in the cost of storage for irrigation, municipal water supply, pollution 
abatement, streamflow regulation, and other beneficial purposes. It has long 
been recognized that the limited number of dam sites in this country whether for 
small or large dams should be used to store water for all purposes for which 
they are suitable. These restrictions in Public Law 566 effectively prevent the 
combination of storage for beneficial uses with flood detention. H. R. 5881 con- 
tains no such restrictions, neither do the flood-control acts. H. R. 6146 and 
H. R. 6148 were introduced at the last session of the Congress to eliminate this 
restriction. Hearings on these bills were held by the Subcommittee on Conserva- 
tion and Credit of the House Committee on Agriculture but the bills were not 
reported out. Removal of these restrictions in the act was recommended by the 
secretary, Soil and Water Conservation Advisory Committee, on its meeting in 
October 28, 1955. 

2. Add an amendment to provide authority for the Secretary of Agriculture 
to make long-term loans to local organizations to finance the local share of 
project costs. 

Justification: The loan provision of H. R. 5881 will make it decidedly more 
advantageous to local organizations than Public Law 566 without loan pro- 
visions. In order to provide equal benefits to local organizations in carrying out 
watershed projects, the Secretary should be authorized to make loans up to 50 
years’ duration from the time principal benefits of the project become available 
either without interest or at the Government’s borrowing rate in a similar man- 
ner to authority provided under H. R. 5881. 

3. (1) Paragraph (2) of section (4) should be stricken from Public Law 566 
and replaced by an amendment providing that local organizations sponsoring 
watershed programs assume all the costs except technical assistance by the 
Federal Government of installing “B’ measures which are land-treatment 
measures for soil and water conservation on private owned lands which con- 
tribute to flood prevention such as contour establishment, pasture and woodlot 
improvement, cover cropping, diversion construction, terracing, etc.; (II) and 
that the Federal Government assume all costs, except easements and rights-of- 
way, of planning and installing all “A” measures, which are structures primarily 
for flood control such as floodwater detention dams, subwatershed waterways, 
stream channel improvement, stabilization of critical silt producing areas and 
other related measures. 

Justification: H. R. 5881 requires no cost sharing on construction costs allo- 
eated to flood control and other purposes that are nonreimbursable under the 
reclamation laws. It provides interest-free loans for irrigation, drainage, water 
storage, and saline water intrusion. 

The flood-control acts authorize the Corps of Engineers to construct dams and 
reservoirs for flood control without any local sharing of cost, even for acquiring 
land, easements, and right-of-way. Public Law 566 should be amended to re- 
quire the President to establish uniform rules and regulations so that cost shar- 
ing for the same purposes, such as flood control, irrigation, and drainage, would 
be the same under all Federal acts relating to them. 

4. Amend Public Law 566 to give the President authortiy to establish proce- 
dures whereby needed structures containing more than 5,000 acre-feet of storage 
could be included in a watershed plan if they are to be constructed by a local 
organization. 

Justification: The restriction to 5,000 acre-feet eliminates the possibility of 
local organizations getting cost-sharing help in the construction of many multi- 






















































































































AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 4] 


ple-purpose structures which would be highly beneficial to local communities 
by combining municipal water supply or irrigation storage with flood preven- 
tion. No restriction as to the size of structure is contained in H. R. 5881 or in 
the flood-control acts. If the President considers it desirable to do so, he could 
be called in to review designs for structures over 5,000 acre-feet to be furnished 
by the Government to local organizations. If Public Law 566 is to provide 
fully for a local project to be carried out by a local organization, then this local 
organization should not be restricted in the help it can get under it because of 
controversies between Federal agencies. The President should be authorized 
to permit Federal agencies to cooperate to help local organizations without re- 
stricting local organizations as to the kind of plan on which they can get 
assistance. 

5. Amend Public Law 566 to provide the same authority under it that is con- 
tained in section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948. 

Justification: With this authority, the Secretary of Agriculture would not be 
required to submit to other Federal agencies or the Congress for review projects 
in which the Federal cost did not exceed $100,000. This would greatly speed 
up the planning and provision of assistance to numerous small projects. 

6. Amend Public Law 566 to delete the prohibition on Federal contracting of 
works of improvement after July 1, 1956. 

Justification: The Federal Government would still be prohibited from con- 
tracting for works of improvement when local organizations are legally unable 
to contract. In many places local organizations having required contracting 
authority cannot be formed until after a watershed plan is approved. In many 
cases it takes a year or more to create such a local organization under State 
law. This amendment would allow Federal contracting of construction in ac- 
cordance with the plan as soon as it is approved and until such time as a quali- 
fied local organization can take over. 


Mr. Jackson. Kentucky is a land of water. We have more water- 

ways than any place in the Union. ' 
ncidentally, we have 138 applications under this Hope-Bacon bill. 
That is one-third of all applications. So we are vitally interested in it. 

I want to point out here that we have not gotten a one of them going 
because we cannot work the way the bill has been interpreted. 

We feel that flood control is just as much a consideration of the 
shopper in Cairo or in New Orleans as it is to the farmer up in the 
mountains in Kentucky. It is a national problem just like polio and 
war, and therefore should be treated as such. I say that because we 
think that the Federal Government should pay for the flood-control 
dams, and that the farmers should pay for the B measures or the parts 
of conservation that go along with it. 

I might say that if we had done that in California you would not 
have had the terrible flood you have just had out there. 

The whole key to this thing is these small watersheds. And when 
you build these dams and use these special dam sites there is no reason 
in the world not to make a multipurpose use of them. 

As far as the cost of the thing is concerned, which our Secretary 
keeps talking about, we in Kentucky do not hesitate to ask for some 
Federal aid because, while we only have 2 percent of the people with 
2 of our principal natural resources—which are whisky and tobacco, 
as you all know—we pay about 3 percent of your national budget, and 
that is to say nothing of our income tax if we have any left. So we 
do not hesitate to ask. 

I do want to say that we have an application under the Hope-Bacon 
bill over in Harrison County, one of our richer tobacco counties. It 
has gone through the planning stage, and we have just gotten our bill. 
The thing is going to cost roughly about. $350,000. The Federal Gov- 
ernment is going to put up about $40,000 of it. So you see that inter- 
pretation does not work. we se 
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So, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Poage, I have read your bill and many of 
the other bills, and I appreciate your concern in the matter, and I 
want tosay Amen. Kentucky is behind you. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Poagr. We thank you very much, Mr. Jackson, and we appreci- 
ate Mr. Watts asking Mr. Jackson to be with us. 

I believe you have another distinguished citizen of Kentucky here, 
Mr. Robert Bolin, 

Mr. Warts. He is director of flood control, Commonwealth of 
Kentucky. 

Mr. Bourn. Mr. Jackson has fairly well covered the situation, I 
think. There are just one or two statements I might add. 

Of the 138 applications of Kentucky on this small watershed pro- 
gram, there are not more than 20 that are able to participate under the 
present interpretation as given by the Secretary. It seems to me that 
in our State at least it is placing a premium on wealth among the 
farmers. 

In those counties where they have the money to raise their part— 
and their part is a rather high part in the present interpretation—they 
can go along. But where it is needed the worst, where we need our 
smal] watersheds in Kentucky the worst, where those hills are badly 
eroding, something needs to be done with that ground, and they can- 
not participate in the interpretation, and that leaves us out in the 
dark so to speak. That is the reason we are so interested in that sec- 
tion relative to the Government paying the cost of those, we call them, 
A measures. And we call the farmer the B measures. 

There is one thing I do not know—whether it was brought out or 
not—but I think it is important that when the farmer pays half of 
the cost of this small watershed, the B measures, he is helping himself 
and he should do it. There is no question about that. But he is help- 
ing the downstream man. I do not know that that has been mentioned 
this morning. But it would stop, for instance, in the Mississippi, in 
the far end of our State, a great deal of dredging that is being done 
now by the United States engineers. Much of that could be eliminated 
where the B measure is taken care of by small watersheds, which we 
are asking the farmer to do himself. And he is willing to do it. 

In many of our projects that are now completed, because of the lack 
of the watershed program, like our Gilbertsville Dam, it is fast filling 
up with silt. And these B measures are very important for other re- 
lated projects that have been complete and that are very necessary. — 

If the farmer is willing to do that we feel that it is the nsibility 
of the Federal Government to take care of the structural measures 
which are flood-control measures affecting perhaps other watersheds 
that are affecting places several hundred of miles away from this par- 
ticular watershed. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Bolin, we are very much obliged to you. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Poage. Surely. 

Mr. Hagen. I do not. know exactly how you operate your soil con- 
servation districts in Kentucky, but in alifornia they have almost no 
taxing authority. I mean they can raise about enough taxes to.send 
out a post card once a year or something like that. 
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I was wondering if maybe part of the trouble might be in the fact 
that the soil conservation district itself is, under any set of circum- 
stances, not a very flexible agency to assume any part of a cost-sharing 
program. 

Am I substantially correct in that your districts have no taxing 
authority or bonding authority ? 

Mr. Bouin. You are correct that we have not had. However, legis- 
lation is just being passed whereby we will have taxing authority for 
particular watersheds where we can raise some money. 

Mr. Hagen. In those areas where you have a type of soil-conserva- 
tion district which cannot tax to any substantial degree how would 
you work it out? Say there was a sizable structure providing for 
5,000 acre-feet which might cost $60,000 that would be of benefit: from 
the standpoint of irrigation perhaps to 20 farmers or maybe 50. How 
would they make the contribution? Would it be strictly a donation 
proposition ? 

. Bouin. I might answer that, that in the only watershed project 
that we have that is in the planning stage where the farmers know 
what their part of the cost is going to be—it has not veen brought up 
here yet—their part of the cost was made up by local donations, local 
contributions from the wealthier farmers in the county that would 
help. They were able to participate. But it is one of the few coun- 
ties in Kentucky, it is one of the few watersheds in Kentucky where 
we were able to participate. 

Mr. Jackson. And we might add there that not only are they the 
wealthiest but there should be five dams built, and, as a result of this 
participation, that they are going to require us to pay for, only one 
is going to be built. So one-fifth of the job is going to be done. That 
is our wealthiest section. 

Mr. Jounson. Is it not a fact that the country that needs it the 
worst is the least able to donate ? 

Mr. Jackson. Right. You have hit it right on the button. 

Mr. Haeen. Would it not be possible or necessary then to strengthen 
the power of some of the soil-conservation districts? I know one of 
the appeals for acceptance they have had is because they do not have 
any real taxing authority. 

Mr. Jackson. You have to have a State law, and we brought that 
out. In fact, our law will be voted on today in the House to give the 
soil-conservancy district the power to levy a tax, in our house. 

Mr. Hacen. Every State has different laws on soil conservation. 

Mr. Jackson. But even if we pass that and have that taxing author- 
ity, we have 138 applications, but I venture to say we would have a 
hard time getting two of them through the State of Kentucky. So 
we are not really solving the problem. We are not doing anything 
about flood control or soil conservation either as the thing is now 
inte ‘ 

Mr. Jounson. You would not get any districts if you were going 
to tax them for the cost of the structure. 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

We will have an enabling act if they want todo it. And probably 
2 or 8 districts in Kentucky would choose to do it. But you still 
haven’t gotten up to the point of the trouble, up in the poorer sections, 
which you brought out, where so many times your trouble really starts. 
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Mr. Poace. Mr. McIntire? 

Mr. Mointire. The witness mentioned the number of projects in 
which there was a considerable interest and the possible situation con- 
fronting those interested. 

Is it your thought that the provisions of this bill relating to the 
flood-control aspect of the structure as being nonreimbursable would 
direct the problem to the major portion of those interested groups ! 

Mr. Bourn. I think so. I think that—I call it the Poage bill— 
they are all about alike, as I see it, will solve the situation in Kentucky. 

Mr. McIntire. And it is your thought also, is it not, that all of the 
other features of the structure which lend toward the impounding of 
water for the municipal use—— 

Mr. Borin. Should be paid for locally. 

Mr. McIntire. Should be paid for by the beneficiaries ¢ 

Mr. Botrn. Yes. We would go with you on that. 

Mr. Jackson. The major cost of that dam would be the site. That 
is the important thing. There are not too many sites. And you just 
keep adding on. You do this for your flood control, and you do this 
for your conservancy pool, and if you have a municipality you do 
this. And you would horse trade with them, you see. 

Mr. McInvtrre. Is it your thought also that within the framework 
of this act, which has been a part of it to date, that the rights-of- 
way and the easements and so forth be contributed by the project—— 

Mr. Borin. By the sponsor. 

Mr. McIntire. By the sponsor ? 

Mr. Bourn. That is our recommendation. 

Mr. McIntire. And is it your thought that the problems which you 
refer to that have developed administratively would be substantially 
resolved by this issue of the flood control feature being a nonreimburs- 
able ? 

Mr. Boutn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. But you find the other administrative matters rela- 
tive to the development of these projects are not particularly difficult 
except on that one criterion ¢ 
. Mr. Botrn. That is right. There is just one thing. I don’t know 
whether I should bring it up. 

I am wondering if it might not help in our agricultural extension 
work if there were some little expression somewhere in this bill usin 
the word “educational” so you have promotion from an educationa 
standpoint. 

Our county agents in our State could help us a lot in educating 
the farmer on the hill land to good farm practices. And it would doa 
great deal of good with the soil-conservation man if we could get 
them inthe program. Asit isthey are left out. 

Mr. Jackson. Our general thinking is that while we are doing 
this flood control we are also doing soil conservation and forest: 
and tieing the whole thing together. And if a city wants to use it 
for water supply, let’s bargain with them and let them use it. It just 
makes sense to do that. 

Mr. McIntire. Coming to the question that you raised relative 
to the educational aspect of this matter, is there or is'there not a very 
close working relationship in your State as between the Extension 
Service and the soil-conservation districts? 
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Mr. Bouin. There should be. But in these particular projects I 
believe the Agriculture Extension Department feels that their edu- 
cational feature has been left out of the program. I do not believe 
they feel like they are asked to help any. 

Mr. McIntire. You mean from the standpoint-—— 

Mr. Bourn. Educating the farmer to the need of it. ; 

Mr. McIntire. Of funding the Extension Service specifically for 
an agent or a specialist on the implementation of these projects; is 
that your thought ? 

Mr. Jackson. His point is probably an administrative thing. It is 
just a matter of cooperation. It is sort of like when he in flood control 
and we in conservation go to talk about this 5,000 acre-feet. That is 
the zone of the Army engineers and the Soil Conservation. And I 
don’t know whether it takes a law to bridge over that gap or whether 
we should just sit down around the table, or somebody up here sit down 
around it and say, “Let’s all work together on this thing because it is 
for the good of the farmers and the good of the Nation, too.” ; 

Mr. McInrmee. I can only draw from the observations I have made 
on the relationship of the Soil Conservation Service and the Extension 
Service in my home State, and I find that it is very close. That is a 
matter of personalities and problems within the State, which would 
be most difficult to legislate, is it not? 


Mr. Jackson. I think so. I will say we have a pretty clear under- 
standing. I do not think that probably that should be put in there. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. 

Mr. Poser. Yes, Mr. Hagen. 


Mr. Hacen. Was it your statement that the administrators of this 
program presently are seeking to charge the local people for flood- 
control features ? 

Mr. Bourn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Hagen. On what formula ? 

Mr. Jackson. I don’t know. 

The only one we have had any experience with is this Harrison one 
I spoke about, the A and B measures. The dam and everything is 
going to run around $340,000, to $350,000. The Government’s part 
of the bill is going to be about $40,000. 

Mr. Hacen. That is probably all they assigned to flood control; is 
that the reason ? 

Mr. Borin. No. 

The structure—a portion of the cost is paid by the local people. 

Mr. Jounson. How much is the structure going to cost in this 
proiect ? 

Mr. Bourn. I should imagine about $75,000 to $85,000. 

Mr. Jackson. But you see if you got all your soil practices, your 
B measures, done, you could cut your flood control half in two right 
there. So it has got to go hand in hand, and you have got to start up 
in the hollow. 

Mr. Hacen. I think that is an administrative decision. I don’t 
think that is required in the law. 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. I would not say you might not require in the law that 
they assume all of the costs. 
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Mr. Jackson. It still stands that we have 138 applications and we 
have not broken ground yet. 

Mr. Hagen. Under the law presently I think the Government could 
assume all of the costs of flood control. 

Mr. Jounson. If they wanted to. 

Mr. Hagen. The trouble is in the administration. 

Mr. Bourn. It says it may be determined by the Secretary. It is 
up to him. 

Mr. Poace. If there are no further questions, we thank both of you 
gentlemen very much. 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you all very much. 

Mr. Poags. I want the record to show that our colleague from 
Georgia, Mrs. Blitch, has been present with us this morning. She is 
one of the authors of one of these bills. They are all just alike. 

Mr. Jounson. Did she have a statement she wanted to make? 

Mr. Poags. She will make a statement tomorrow when we will have 

other Members of Congress. 
' _ We have a number of witnesses tomorrow, and we will proceed with 
the hearings tomorrow at 10 o’clock at this place. 

The committee will now stand in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12:20 B m., the committee was recessed, to be 
reconvened at 10 a. m., Wednesday, February 15, 1956.) 








AMENDMENT TO THE WATERSHED PROTECTION 
AND FLOOD PROTECTION ACT 


WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND CREDIT, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, in room 1310, New House 
Office Building, at 10:15 a. m., Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman of the 
subcommittee) , presiding. 

Mr. Poace. The committe will come to order. 

The hearing today is in further consideration of numerous bills 
that we took up yesterday. 

We have several witnesses who went over from yesterday. 

We have, I believe, four Members of Congress who are here and 
who want to make statements. I want to give them an opportunity to 
make their statements so that they will not have to stay, and I would 
like to call Mr. Robert Jones of Alabama. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT E. JONES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 


Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I do not in- 
tend to take very much time of the committee, for the simple reason 
that I discussed the problem that you have before you this mornin 
in an earlier conversation with the chairman of the committee, who 
understand was to introduce a bill that was a little bit more extensive 
and somewhat analogous to the proposition that you have before you. 

Mr. Poaesz. I think the gentleman is referring to an extension of 
the irrigation features of reclamation. 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poage. Which I am very much interested in and want to work 
out, but which is not a part of this bill. 

Mr. Jonxs. As I understood, the chairman is preparing such a bill 
and it will be presented in due course. I hope that I will have an 
opportunity to discuss that bill when it comes before this committee 
because I know of no legislation that is needed as badly as the general 
proposition that he discussed with me sometime back. 

ow, Mr. Chairman, I do want to comment on Public Law 566 of 
the 83d Congress. 

Earlier I had some misgivings about the possibilities under that act. 
As you will recall, the Public Law 566 amended the various flood con- 
trol acts of 1944 and its predecessors, the law of 1936, and the act of 
1928. 
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It gave emphasis particularly to the ability of the farm people to 
work out a program in conjunction with the Federal Government 
to build up water reserves and to make wise and prudent use of soil 
and water programs. 

Now, unfortunately, Public Law 566 has not progressed to the extent 
that we would like to have seen it since its enactment. 

Of course, it is difficult always to estimate the reception of a pro- 
gram, but I know of no program that has been accepted by the farm 
people throughout this country as enthusiastically as this program. 

I would like to comment on section 4 of the bill. 

As I understand the section, it tends to emphasize that there shall 
be Federal leadership, that the Federal Government by its initiative 
will require local organizations to assume part of the construction cost 
for structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 

Now, Public Law 566 envisioned that the farmers would make soil 
practices and make such expenditures that would be compatible to 
the retention structures that were made in a given watershed; if they 
were to engage in land practices, that it would enhance the value of 
the program and to make water utilization of impounding dams not 
inconsistent with the flood control and water uses in a given watershed. 

I feel that this program should in its initial stages have generous 
Federal assistance because by general Federal assistance, I think these 
pilot watersheds will demonstrate to the people the economic feasi- 
bility that will justify them in subsequent days to make investment of 
this type of program and by a progression of work then the Federal 
Government can vacate from its major role in participation in this 
program and the farmers will assume the greater obligations of the 
program. 

Now, unless there is practical demonstration of these programs we 
cannot expect to see a success of the program, 

We have seen in numerous watersheds that there is great poten- 
tial of such a program and unless it has geographical distribution to 
demonstrate to the farm people that the use of these programs can 
increase their economic incomes, then we will have failed in a proper 
utilization of Public Law 566. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I am in sympathy with the objectives of Public 
Law 566. The amendments directed to improve the administration of 
that program, I think will be in order and as customary in the Con- 
gress of the United States, we have always attempted to perfect and to 
improve the legislation that would inure for the benefit of the people 
who are expected to carry out this program. 

Mr. Poses. Mr. Jones, we thank you very much for that statement. 

I wonder if we might ask you this: Yesterday we had testimony 
from the department and from one of the farm organizations raising 
the only objection that was raised against the bill yesterday. At least 
two witnesses took the position that section 4, to which you refer, 
should be left as it now stands, and require a farmer contribution to 
the cost of the structures that were built for purely flood-prevention 
purposes. 

I think I can speak for the authors of the legislation, that we have 
felt since the Federal Government pays all the costs of flood-preven- 
tion work under other legislution, that there is no reason why the 
farmers who are engaging in floéd-prevention work should be com- 
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pelled to carry a share of the cost that other segments of our society 
that benefit from flood prevention are not required to pay. 

That seemed to be the only objection to the legislation yesterday. 

I wondered if you agree that we should amend section 4. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I do not share in their fears and ap- 
prehensions that it would be too much of a burden to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Poacr. That did not seem to be the view. The view seemed 
to be simply that we had for long years allowed the Army engineers 
to pay all of the cost of flood control. The great cities that were bene- 
fited by the large dams that were built to protect them paid not a 

nny more, separate and apart from what the genera] taxpayers pay, 

ut they did not want to extend this program to farmers. 

Mr. Jones. The Congress of the United States rejected that philos- 
ophy in the year 1846 when it overrode a veto message of President 
Polk in which Abraham Lincoln—and, incidentally, this is the time 
new to talk about Abraham Lincoln—made a speech on the floor in 
which he denounced the President’s reasons for vetoing the appropria- 
tion measure for items on the Mississippi River for navigation. 

Mr. Lincoln very vividly stated the interdependence of people where- 
ever they may reside and their economic stations were affected. 

We do not have such things as local conditions because local condi- 
tions in their sum total are national problems. 

So the idea of helping one fellow at the expense of the other has 
been rejected since that time. 

Mr. Podge. Of course, this bill tries to reject that philosophy. 

Mr. Jones. Of course, there is larger participation of the Federal 
Government. Public Law 566 takes into account two methods of 
procedure to be done concurrently. The first is capital improvements 
of the project. 

That means expenditures of money for impounding dams, reservoirs, 
stream straightening, snagging, bar removals, and so forth. 

We put those in the category of capital improvements. 

The second phase of the program is land improvements, crop utiliza- 
tion, and all the other aspects that are carried on by the farmer to 
perfect water utilization that would be expected of him and of all 
the farmers living in the watershed area in order to see that the pro- 
gram is successful in which the farmers of the area make commit- 
ments that certain minimum practices would be carried out by 
them, 

So, actually, it is a cooperative arrangement, the benefits of which 
are to the individual farmer, and also the capital improvements that 
contribute to the savings and the proper utilization of the stream flow 
into the major streams and tributaries. 

Now, those are the two programs that are carried out under Public 
Law 566. You just cannot say this is what it is; it will succeed. It 
will not succeed until there are enough pilot projects to demonstrate 
to the farmer himself that the economic benefits will justify the expen- 
ditures that he is going to make on his individual farm. 

Now, when we have done that sufficiently throughout the country to 
show to the people the great merit, the great virtue and value of this 
program, then we can retract or vacate some of the Federal participa- 
tion in these programs because the farmers themselves will take on 
the initiative, increase the amount of local participation. 
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But we cannot expect this program to succeed, Mr. Chairman, we 
cannot expect it to succeed until we have enough demonstration of it 
to prove the economic justification both to the Government and to the 
a who are going to carry out this program in every watershed. 

r. Poace. We thank you very much for your statement. 

If there are no questions, we are very much obliged to you for ap- 
pearing. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you very much. 

I stated earlier, Mr. Hope, that we had discussed this problem on 
numerous occasions; that I had some misgivings or some doubt as to 
whether or not this program would succeed. I was reluctant to go 
along with the program, probably stayed the program for a couple of 
years, but I think the fears that I harbored in my mind at that time 
have been dissipated. 

I have traveled all over the country and I have seen some of the 

rograms that have been undertaken. I think they are justifiable and 
f think it is a worthwhile program, it needs improvement; it needs 
extending; it needs acceleration. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman, I am very sorry I missed Mr. Jones’ state- 
ment because I know of the deep interest he has taken in this whole 
water problem, and the very far-reaching understanding that he has 
of the problem in all its aspects. 

I was detained in my office, as we all are sometimes, by constituents. 

I will read your statement, Mr. Jones, as soon as the record is 
available. If you have an extra copy, I would like to have one. 
have an extra copy, I would like to have one. 

Mr. Jones. I did not prepare a statement. 

Mr. Hore. I will read it in the morning when the transcript is 
available. There is no man in Congress oko has given any greater 
study to this general problem of water than the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

Mr. Jones. I want to say to the gentleman again that my fears have 
been allayed. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

Mr. Poacs. Thank you, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Avery, you have some words of wisdom for us. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Avery. I have some words, I hope they are words of wisdom. 

I certainly appreciate the opportunity to ap ar before your com- 
mittee in support of H. R. 8750, and similar bills that have been intro- 
duced by members of the agricultural committee. 

In fact, I was giving considerable thought to introducing similar 
legislation myself until I learned of the thinking and plans of the sub- 
committee, and since Mr. Hope and I have discu these problems 
out in Kansas for the last 15 years, our thinking is pretty much one 
and the same. 

And when I learned that he was associating himself with the prep- 
aration of this bill, I elected not to introduce separate legislation. 

My district in Kansas has more than just a perfunctory interest in 
this Sesighition. I think the records.in the Department of Agricul- 


ture Soil and Conservation Division will show that there has been as 
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much effort made in the interest of water and soil conservation in the 
pw district of Kansas as in any other similar area in the United 
tates. 

‘That is a pretty comprehensive statement, but I think the records 
will bear that out. 

One point further that I think is significant : of the 6 pilot projects 
authorized for Kansas in the 83d Congress, 3 of those projects were in 
my congressicnal district, and 2 of them have been completed entirely. 

I will refer back to some observations on those pilot projects in just 
a minute. 

Now, in lieu of discussing this bill this morning by sections, I would 
rather make a general observation rather than a technical analysis of 
the various amendments to the sections of Public Law 566. 

It seems to me this bill, and very wisely the amendment proposed in 
the bill, could be placed in three categories : 

One of definition ; 1 of cost share, and 1 of administration plus the 
1 new section of making credit available to the local organizations 
desiring to coordinate their effort with the department. 

I want to give my full support to all three of the categories carry- 
ing amendments thereto. 

ow, the first 1 in the category of definitions—it seems to me unere 
are 2 there—the 1 amendment which removes the language on the agri- 
cultural phase of flood prevention, I think, is very wisely deleted for 
this reason : 

Under the interpretation of the original act with that language in 

it, it precluded any industrial or any municipal interest from coordi- 
nating their effort with the Department of Agriculture in the interest of 
water conservation. That is a matter of interpretation, but the way 
it has been interpreted pretty well restricted the effort of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to strictly an on-the-farm program. That had 
the effect of annulling to some extent a coordinated effort upon any 
single watershed. 

I think it would not preclude it on an individual farm, but it did on 
the basis of an individual watershed. 

Then the other maybe is not quite a definition, but more a matter of 
clarification, an explanation, where the limitation of 5,000 acre-feet 
was removed from the restrictive language of the bill. 

The interests of the Federal Government, I think, have been well 
protected by the language in the amendments proposed here this morn- 
ing, because it very definitely and specifically provides that if the 
project is to contain more than 5.000 acre-feet the cost of the overage 
will be borne by the local organizations. 

So by removing that language and restriction it is not going to cost 
the Federal Government any more, but it does provide the authority 
for developing a larger project on a cost-sharing basis with the local 
organization, 

ow, personally, I would favor the removal of the 5,000 acre-feet, 
but for very practical reasons that many of us know, I think it prob- 
ably is desirable that that be left in the bill to possibly expedite its 
passage. 

Now, moving on down to the second category, that of cost-sharing, 
I certainly agree with the remarks of the gentleman from Alabama and 
the chairman of the committee, and the gentleman from Kansas, rela- 
tive to Federal responsibility in cost sharing. 
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Nineteen hundred and ate it is my recollection, although I did not 
look this up, was the year that Congress established the philosophy 
and the principle that the total cost of flood control projects would 
be borne by the Federal Government. 

The 1936 act, as I recall again, provided for the major structures 
on that of the streams the reservoir site itself, the cost of that would 
have to be borne by the benefiting areas downstream, which I think 
is a pretty wise policy. 

However, in 1940 the amendments to that flood-control act pro- 
vided the Federal Government could assume all of the cost of the 
flood-control project and that is the year that the policy was firmly 
established, that the Federal Government would bear the entire cost 
of such projects. 

If that principle, right or wrong, is the principle that is operative 
in the other Federal agencies, I see no reason why this same principle 
and this same premise should not be operative in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Then getting on down to the field operation of the bill, we know, 
I think, probably as much in my First District in Kansas, in attempt- 


ing projects under this act where we get into a matter of interpreta- 
tion, just what could be counted as the local interest contribution 
toward a share of the project, how far back are we going to go, and 
what really comes in to represent the local contribution. 

I think it would be almost impossible to ever spell that out in leg- 
islation. It has not worked very well by interpretation so probably 
the most ae thing to do is to clear all that up by stating here 


in specific language that the Federal Government could carry all 
of the expense of the project insofar as it applied to flood prevention. 

That is my interpretation of the amendment. 

Personally, I would feel that that restriction should not be in there, 
that the Federal perennation should not be limited to just the flood- 
control aspects of this in view of the increasing need for water, both 
by industry and for domestic use all over the United States. 

But there again, for practical reasons, I can understand why pos- 
sibly that should remain in the bill. 

ae I would like to point out, too, this is still a better deal for 
the taxpayer of the United States than the flood-control operations 
of the other Federal agencies for this reason : 

Under this bill, the local interest, the local organization, will still 
be supplying the reservoir site either by transfer of title, or by ease- 
ment. In most of the major structures by the Corps of Army engi- 
neers the cost of supplying the site alone represents about 25 percent 
of the total cost. , ; 

Therefore, the cost-benefit ratio under the amendment immediately 
improves by 25 percent because the local interests are supplying the 
proposed reservoir sites. j : ( 

News on cost, I would just like to mention one other thing briefly. 
We have some pretty definite information in my district as to what 
the cost of the Federal Government will be by virtue of the com- 
pletion and operation, if you please, of the pilot projects I referred 
to a few minutes ago. \ ; 

As of April of last year six of the major structures authorized 
within those projects had been completed. At that time there was 
not any project in itself entirely complete, but six of the major struc- 
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tures among those pilot projects had been completed and it presented 
a formula something like this: 

The 6 projects would store something like 1,500 acre-feet of water. 
The cost per acre-foot of that storage, and under the pilot project 
virtually all the cost was borne by the Federal Government, so I think 
we have a pretty good formula established here—the cost of the 
Federal Government was something like $63 per acre-foot. 

Admittedly, that is a little higher than the cost per acre-foot of 
storage in a reservoir on a major stream. However, when you stop 
to consider as to where the benefits would accrue from a structure 
built under this legislation authorization that puts quite a different 
complexion on it. 

Although the cost per acre-foot is a little higher the benefit would 
accrue in an area that would receive in most cases absolutely no bene- 
fits from a major structure on a main stream that is developed by the 
Corps of Army Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Now, the last phase of the amendments on administration—I call it 
administration because of the provision in this bill we are considering 
this morning providing that unless the cost of a project exceeds 
$250,000 it would not need congressional approval as it did under the 
ores act—TI think that is very desirable. 

Again the only reason I say it is desirable is that I think it would 
help the passage of the bill. If it was not for that, I think that figure 
should be raised because that does not shift cost, it just shifts authori- 
zation by the Congress. 

good many projects would come under that amount, therefore, 
they would not have to go this endless route to Washington for sub- 


mission to Congress and authorization and then back for operation 
and construction. 

Now, the new section 8 I have no particular ideas about. That 
particular problem has not come up yet in my district, although I am 
well aware that making credit available to local organizations that 
would care to coordinate their efforts with the Department of Agri- 


culture, I am sure, would expedite the development. not only of in- 
dividual projects, but probably on a watershed basis also. 

I want to give my full support to section 8. It will not increase the 
proportionate cost of the Federal Government, only making credit 
available to the local sponsoring organizations. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very happy to answer any 
questions that any member of the committee might have. 

Mr. Poace. We appreciate your appearance here and feel that you 
did bring us words of wisdom. 

I wonder if there are questions of Mr. Avery. 

You seemed to have answered their questions. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you think this amendment we have offered to sec- 
tion 4 will encourage more farmers to go into watersheds and they 
would be more willing to go ahead with the project? That is the 
part that says that the Secretary shall not require local organizations 
to assume any part of the construction cost. 

Mr. Avery. Very definitely. That has been the major roadblock and 
I think the only roadblock to considerably more participation under 
this act in my district than any other. 

As I mentioned just a few minutes ago, when we got back on the 
major premise that a proportionate share of the cost should be borne 
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by the local interest, then we got into quite a controversy what did 
count as their contribution. 

I do not think you will ever spell that out satisfactorily in the bill. 

This approach is not only sound, consistent, and justified, but I 
think it is very expedient. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there other questions of Mr. Avery? If not, we 
thank you very much. 

Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The formal statement submitted by Mr. Avery is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF Hon. WILLIAM H. AVERY 


Chairman Poage, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this com- 
mittee this morning in support of H. R. 8750, amending Public Law 566. It was 
my intention to introduce similar legislation in this session of Congress, but 
upon learning of the efforts of you, Mr. Chairman, I elected to work with Mr. 
Hope on this legislation in lieu of introducing a separate bill. 

I feel this legisiation is of special importance to the First District of Kansas, 
as records in the Soil Conservation Service in the Department of Agriculture 
reveal that there has been more interest and performance in water and soil 
conservation development in our district, than any similar area in the United 
States. Further, 3 of the 6 pilot projects authorized in Kansas by the 83d Con- 
gress are in my district. I mention this to point up to the committee that our 
interest in this legislation is more than perfunctory. Despite the present un- 
favorable economic position of the farmers in my district, their determination 
to equalize our available water resources between the periods of too much water 
and not enough water, has not diminished. In fact, in the recent series of dry 
years, we have increased the construction rate of detention structures, but have 
been impaired in the coordination of this individual effort by some of the pro- 
visions of Public Law 566, which your committee now has under consideration 
for amendment. 

I feel these amendments could be classified in three general categories: defi- 
nition of works, cost sharing, and administration. 

In the first category, definition of work, I concur in the expanded applica- 
tion of this act so that flood-prevention effort by the Department of Agricul- 
ture could be coordinated with any qualified local organization interested in the 
conservation or use of water. In the original act this coordination was restricted 
to the agricultural phases of water utilization and disposal which prevented 
the Department from assisting in the developing and construction of some 
projects where the benefits would oecur to municipalities and industrial users 
of water, as well as to agricultural interests. 

The removal of the 5,000 acre-feet of water limitation is also desirable. This 
amendment protects the interest of the Federal Government by providing the 
cost of construction of this excess be borne by local interests benefiting from the 
expanded construction. I would like to recommend the restriction be removed 
that provides the excess cannot he for the purposes of flood prevention, but I 
have become familiar with the practical reasons for its inclusion. 

On the cost-sharing provisions of the amendments, I endorse the language of 
the bill in lines 16 to 19. 

Since 1940, rightfully or not, the Federal Government has assumed the cost 
of flood-prevention structures in other agencies. There is no reason why the 
total effort of the Department of Agriculture in this respect should not also be 
paid by the Federal Government. I would prefer that the Flood Control Act of 
1940 be amended to provide that benefiting areas should assume part of the cost 
of flood-prevention structures built by other agencies, but since that is not feasible 
we should be consistent and place the work of the Department of Agriculture for 
flood prevention on the same level. I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that 
the taxpayer is still getting a better return on his money as local interests under 
this act are still supplying, free of cost, to the Federal Government the reservoir 
sites or easements for the same. This usually represents about one-fourth of the 
cost of a flood-control project, so the cost-benefit ratio under this program woulda 
immediately improve by that amount. 

Recause of the history of this type of work in my district by virtue of the above- 
mentioned pilot projects, we know quite a bit about the costs of construction. 
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To March of 1955, 6 detention dams were completed in my district, 1,564 acre- 
feet of water, at the average cost of $63.40 per acre-foot. 

In my opinion these structures should provide for a permanent conservation 
pool of proportions to supplement the growing domestic and industrial need for 
water in the area. As the bill is written, this cost would be borne by the local 


interests. This is probably the most expedient language, but not necessarily the 
most desirable. 


From an administrative standpoint, it is desirable that the smaller projects 
do not require congressional approval. If it could be determined that increasing 
the $250,000 figure in line 1, page 3, would not impede the passage of this bill, I 


would recommend doing so. That I would leave to the good judgment of this 
committee. 


New section 8 is desirable, although I believe it less important than the amend- 
ments to the previous sections we have discussed herein. 

Mr. Poace. Mrs. Blitch, of Georgia, is the author of one of the 
bills. She has been most helpful. We are glad to have you with us 


Mrs. Blitch. 


STATEMENT OF HON. IRIS F. BLITCH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mrs, Burrcw. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, first, 
1 would like to thank this committee for the very kind consideration 
and great courtesy that has been shown to me since I first indicated 
my great interest in amendments to 566, 

W hen 566 was passed already the farmers in part of my district were 
organizing into a watershed group. When 566 came down to us and 
we read it, my immediate reaction was that it did not meet the need 
that we have and it would be very difficult for us to operate under 566. 

So I determined to bring that matter to.the attention of the Agri- 
culture Committee and the Congress when I came up here and I ap- 
preciate the fact that all of you have forgiven my boldness in wad- 
ing into a problem to which you already had given so much time and 
so much energy and had fought so hard for. 

Last year when I introduced an amendment to 566, it merely re- 
moved the restriction that related to flood control. We had hear- 
ings in this committee and I learned a great deal about the problem 
that I did not know before I came here and I began to appreciate the 
great effort that you, Mr. Hope, and you Mr. Poage, and all of you. 
had been putting on this problem for years, and how much you appre- 
ciated the need that we have. 

After the hearings were over, and just prior to the closing of the 
Congress, you very graciously in this committee offered me the oppor- 
tunity of having the bill passed out and not considered on the floor 
because it was not perfected; it was not in the correct form that it 
should have been, or of leaving the bill in the committee and as a result 
of the study that had been given to it during the last session and in 
view of further consultations that members of this committee would 
have with agricultural experts, come out with a better bill this year. 

I accepted the latter proposition very gladly because, certainly, I 
know that the place for a bill to be perfected is in committee and not 
on the floor of the House. 

So this year when Mr. Poage told me that the bill was practically 
ready and invited me to introduce it along with him and Mr. Hope 
and various other interested people on the committee, and possibly 
others of the committee, I was happy to have the privilege of having 
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my name put on the bill, and I thank you very much for giving me 
that opportunity. 
arn ain We are delighted to have you join in the sponsorship of 

e bill. 

_Mrs. Burren. It is going to mean a great deal to the people of my 
district. 

Actually, I cannot speak with the experience that all of you can from 
a national angle; the experience, for instance, that Mr. Jones has 
just spoken with, and I served with Mr. Jones on the Public Works 
Committee and I know how intensely interested he, too, has been in 
this problem. 

Last year when he and Mr. Engle introduced a bill together, con- 
cerning smal] watershed projects, I joined with them in that, not in- 
introducing the bill, but in support of it, because I felt that it was a 
step in the right direction. 

Then the bill was separated into title I and title II, and passed, and 
I think it is still in the conference committee. 

That bill did not meet my full expectations because in that bill was 
not guaranteed the right of the Department of Agriculture to see 
that soil conservation practices were made on the land in coordina- 
ome with the water conservation measures that were provided in that 

ill. 

I do think, gentlemen, that that is really the core of this whole 
matter, that unless we do practice real soil conservation practices as 
expected by the Department of Agriculture, then a water conservation 
bill, no matter how great it is, would be foolhardy in the long run. 

I especially like the provision in the bill that the Federal Govern- 
ment will undertake all the cost of flood-construction projects. 

I was not here back in 1940, I am not familiar with when the time 
the philosophy was established that the Federal Government should 
assume all the obligations of flood-control projects, but I am in hearty 
accord with that philosophy because none of us, as has been stated 
— can determine where the line stops as to benefits from flood con- 
trol. 

In the past month when the great destruction of floods came about 
in New England, and then in California, I could not help thinking 
that if a project such as we have in mind here and which we are 
considering, had been in effect for some time, that whatever cost this 
may mean to the people of the Nation would have been justified many 
times over during those periods. 

The 5,000 acre-feet limitation has been brought up here several 
times, but I cannot help thinking about the testimony given yester- 
day by the representative from the national soil conservation group, 
in which he stated that an Army engineer said that the Federal Gov- 
ernment would not only buy and own all the rights-of-way, but that 
after the project was completed the Federal Government would own 
and operate that project. ; ' 

I am a great believer in State’s rights and I am a great believer in 
State responsibility. I do not think that one is justified without the 


other. 

So I think that the people right at the local level should bear the 
speperetent ty of maintaining these projects when they are built. I 
think, too, 


at they should be responsible for the multipurpose pro- 
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visions as provided in this bill. Their sense of pride in them will 
be greatly enhanced by the fact that they are responsible. 

And I believe in the farmers of our Nation. I believe that if there is 
any group in all the Nation that can shoulder responsibility, it would 
be the farmers of our Nation. Surely they have had the testing, and 
they would have to be of that character or they just simply would 
not be farmers. 

Then I like the fact that the water supply can be derived from this 
bill by municipalities in those cases where that might arise and if we 
have the projects why not go ahead, and this will come years later. 
All this is not going to be realized immediately. We know that. But 
while we are setting up a program here, why not the recreational 
benefits, too? We have great dam projects in various parts of the 
country where huge sections of land have been inundated and great 
recreational areas have been made, but they are few in number in 
comparison to the great population of this country. 

So in a small way the people that are in the more rural areas will 
have some of the benefits of recreation, water recreation, under this 
bill. 

Generally speaking, as I am about the bill, I find that there is nothing 
in it that I would change. I think that the clear statement made in the 
bill that the Federal Government shall assume all responsibility for 
flood-control structures is certainly very necessary and the statement by 
Mr. Peterson yesterday morning before this committee just bears that 
out, because he brought out the fact that the Department does expect 
those on the local level to share a part of the cost even of the flood-con- 
trol structures under 566. 

So, gentlemen, I think I shall conclude my statement by saying that 
T do heartily, of course, endorse the bill, and I wish to compliment you 
for the great consideration you have given it, and I hope very much 
that the bill will pass and that it will pass the Congress and we can 
have it in full operation before too long. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poacr. Mrs. Blitch, we not only thank you for appearing here, 
but we thank you for your cooperation in working this out because you 
have been helpful all the way through. We appreciate it. 

Are there any questions? 

Mrs. Burcu. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Poace. We would like to have you stay with us, if you care to. 

Mrs. Burtrcn. I will stay as long as I can. I have enjoyed the testi- 
mony very much. . 

Mr. Poacr. Now, I believe Mr. Zimmerman was ready to testify, and 
I asked him to step aside. 

I appreciate your cooperation. We will be delighted to hear from 
you. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON K. ZIMMERMAN, RESEARCH DIRECTOR, 
THE NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr, Zimmerman. I am Gordon K. Zimmerman, research director 
for the National Grange. 

T have a short statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The National Grange has a deep interest in programs for the con- 
servation, development, use and disposal of water resources in the 
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watersheds of the country. We have the same deep interest in pro- 
grams designed to provide a greater degree of protection against floods. 

Some of the most effective work for fiood prevention, we believe, can 
be accomplished in the small watersheds of the Nation. 

For these reasons we have followed rather closely the functioning of 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954. This is 
a pioneering act, and we completely approve of its objectives. 

During the past year and a half, however, it has me apparent 
that mprarereents are necessary in the body of the law if it is to ac- 
complish its intended purposes. Certain limitations and restrictions, 
in particular, should bé removed. 

H,. R, 8750 and several identical bills, H. R. 8722, 8738, 8742, 8745, 
and 8804, would amend ‘the:act to provide most of the essential im- 
provements, The Grange, therefore, heartily supports this legisla- 
tion. 

Broadening the act by removing some of the restrictive language now 
contained in it would not only permit a more comprehensive type of 
watershed program but encourage local organizations to take a more 
active interest in their watersheds and their water resources. 

Residents and organizations in watershed areas, we believe, are un- 
derstandably interested in carrying out broad scale programs in their 
watersheds, and not just agricultural developments limited to irriga- 
tion, drainage, and flood control. 

They are also interested in water conservation and development for 
such purposes as recreation, fire-fighting, municipal supply and fish- 
ing. In some localities, a reduction in water pollution is an important 
objective. 

The proposed amendments to the Watershed Act would permit the 
Secretary of Agriculture to assist local organizations in planning and 
carrying out this sensible and wider range of improvements. Proper- 
ly, the bills would assign construction costs, in connection with any 
water storage capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet for purposes other 
than flood prevention, to local organizations. Both local organiza- 
tions would not be required to share in the construction cost of 
structural measures ee, to flood prevention. 

The National Grange heartily and vigorously supports this view 
of cost sharing. 

At our last annual session, the delegate body declared : 

A uniform cost-sharing policy should be applied to flood-control projects of 
the various Federal agencies. Farmers are now being asked to share in water- 
shed flood control costs on a 50—50 basis with the Government, which is inequitable 


and undesirable in view ‘of the fact that downstream and other Federal flood 
control operations are carried on without such cost-sharing. 


Considering what has been happening to farm income, there can be 
little justice in asking farmers to share flood control costs when our 
more prosperous cities are absolved from such cost sharing. 

We have heard that a change in cost-sharing policy with respect to 
flood control projects of the Army engineers and the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation is being considered, and that the direct beneficiaries of these 
projects may be asked to share in costs. While there is much to be 
said for the principle of cost-sharing, it strikes us as unwise and unfair 
to require farmers to set the example and lead the way. It is not often 
that the tail wags the dog. 

We note, incidentally, that the administration has very recently 
endorsed the so-called small projects bill, H. R. 5881, in which no cost 
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sharing is required for flood control on the part of local organizations. 

The proposed new section 8, which would authorize Federal loans 
to local organizations to help finance their share of the costs of non- 
flood-control works of improvement, is a desirable addition. 

Such an authorization for low-interest, long-term credit up to 50 
years is, In our opinion, an essential encouragement and a practical 
necessity. 

The proposed new section 9 is obviously desirable. It would prop- 
erly make the benefits of this act available to residents of Hawaii, 
Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

In addition to the improvements to the Watershed Act now included 
in H. R, 8750 and the companion bills, we recommend that the com- 
mittee give serious consideration to the lightening of one other restric- 
tion which we believe to be excessive. Section 2 of the act limits the 
size of any structure to a maximum of 5,000 acre-feet of total capacity. 
While this capacity is apparently adequate in about 95 percent of 
the watersheds in which this program might operate, we understand 
that in a few watersheds some key structures of larger capacity will be 
necessary to obtain effective flood prevention, and I believe this point 
was brought out in some of the testimony yesterday morning. 

Since operations under this act are already limited to watershed 
areas of 250,000 acres or less, it is most unlikely that any considerable 
number of structures with more than 5,000 acre-feet of capacity would 
be required. But to provide for those infrequent circumstances where 
larger capacity would be beneficial. as in regions subject to sudden, 
intense rains and flash floods, we would like to see the limitation raised. 

We could recommend that section 2 be amended to authorize the 
construction of single structures providing up to 20,000 acre-feet of 
total capacity for flood control. 

We appreciate, Mr. Chairman, this opportunity to present the view 
of the National Grange on these proposed amendments to the Water- 
shed Act. 

Mr. Poace. We are very much obliged to you for that statement, 
Mr. Zimmerman. It is a very fine statement. We appreciate your 
being with us here. 

I would like to ask you a little bit more about that limitation. You 
will recall that this bill in effect raises the storage capacity in these 
reservoirs where other than flood control is involved. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. In other words, if we have 5,000 acre-feet of flood con- 
trol and the community wants to install 5,000 acre-feet for irrigation 
or for municipal purposes, or manufacturing purposes, it can be in- 
stalled provided that the flood control does not involve more than 
5,000 feet and that the local interest pay for the additional storage and 
not the government ? 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace, We think that would probably help in the situation you 
mentioned. I think some of those situations exist in my own State 
where there is probably a need for more than 5,000 acre-feet storage. 

Bui do you think as a practical matter in an effort to get the bill 
passed that we ought to simply raise that limit, quadruple that limit 
to 20,000 acre-feet, or should we attempt to suggest that in instances 
where the Army engineers approve an amount in excess of 5,000 acre- 
feet that it might be done? , 
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Mr. ZimmerMANn. It seemed to me, Mr. Chairman, that the other 
features of the present bill, H. R. 8750, are more important than the 
question of this matter of capacity. And if raising the restriction 
were to endanger the passage of the bill, I would certainly favor that 
we defer on the question of capacity. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Asert. I want to join in complimenting you on this state- 
ment. I think the philosophy of it is very good. I agree with you 
about the broad uses, I think we get ourselves sometimes tied down 
with old rules and jargon that keep us from taking full advantage of a 
situation when it arises. 

I would like to ask whether I have a wrong impression of this bill. 
You state: 

Properly, the bill would assign construction costs in connection with any 
water storage capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet for purposes other than flood 
control, to local organizations. 

That is true, but it would also assign flood control construction cost 
to local organizations if it is in excess of 5,000 feet, if I understand it. 

Mr. Zimmerman. As I understood it, the flood control aspect is 
limited to 5,000. 

Mr. Axpert, Yes, and if the flood control benefit is in excess of 
5,000 feet—— 

Mr. Poace. We cannot have it under this bill. He is suggesting that 
we raise that limit to 20,000 feet. 

Mr. Atpert. You can have them, but you pay the cost locally. 

Mr. Poace. The reason you cannot do it is because the Army en- 
gineers do not want you to do it. 

Mr. Avpert. Even though the local interest will pay the cost? 

Mr. Poaace. Yes. 

oe Hore. The original act limits the flood control capacity to 5,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Avsert. In other words, any project that has more than 5,000 
acre-feet capacity for flood control cannot be built under this regard- 
less of who pays it? 

Mr. Poagr. That is correct. 

Mr. Avpert. That certainly should be changed. 

Mr. Poace. That is the question I was asking Mr. Zimmerman. 

Frankly, every one of us would like to raise that limit. We feel it 
ought to be raised, but we want to pass the bill. 

Mr. ZrmmerMaNn. I don’t know what chances we would have in the 
other body. 

Mr. Jounson. The chairman has suggested an amendment. I do 
not know how much chance there would t be of getting the different 
groups to approve it, but it would be a step anyhow. 

Mr. Avzert. Why should there be any objection to this? 4 

My experience with most dams is that when you start out trying 
to get one, you had better be an infant if you want to get it in your 
lifetime. You have to wait for years to get one recommended and then 
more years to get it approved. We need more dams built, big ones 
and little ones, and less dilly-dallying and quibbling about jurdisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. Poacer. Are there other questions? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Zimmerman. 

Mr. Zimmerman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Poace. At this point I would like to ask unamimous consent to 
insert in the record.a statement by Mr. John Baker, who was unable to 
be here today, but who had been here previously in behalf of the Na- 
tional Farmers Union in support of this legislation. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL FarMers UNION To THE House Com- 
MITTEE ON AGRICULTURE Re.atine To H. R, 8750 anp Simu.ar Boys 
to AMEND. THE WatTersHED ProrectiOnNn AND FLoop PREVENTION 
Acr sy Joun A. Baker, AssisTaNT TO THE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
Farmers UNION 


My name is John Baker, and I am appearing before your committee in support 
of H. R. 8750, introduced by Congressman Poage of Texas, and similar bills in- 
troduced by Congresswoman Blitch of Georgia, Congressmen Johnson and 
Laird of Wisconsin, Congressman Matthews of Florida, Congressman Hope of 
Kansas and Congressman Watts of Kentucky. 

We of the National Farmers Union appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before your committee to give our support to the legislation now before you. 
{t is our understanding that the purpose of this legislation is to remove a 
number of barriers, holding up watershed development programs by farmers and 
others interested in the cqnservation, development, utilization, and disposal of 
water. The bills before you are in the nature of an amendment to Public Law 
No. 566, commonly known as the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act. 

Our organization is an organization of farm people, and from the contact we 
have had with them, most of the farmers feel they are willing to do conservation 
work on their farms, but they cannot afford to bear the expense of flood control 
dams. 

Under the present law, the Secretary of Agriculture makes the determination 
of how the cost shall be shared. Under the proposed legislation being considered 
by your committee, the law will be amended so the cost of the flood prevention 
dams will be borne by the Federal Government. Also, you are making an effort 
to speed up the period from when the projects are begun to their completion by 
elimination from smaller projects the necessity for approval by the House and 
Senate Agriculture Committees and other agencies. 

It is our opinion that the proposed legislation is much needed and we wish 
to go on record as favoring the enactment of H. R. 8750. 


Mr. Poace. Mr. Avery would like to have another word. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. AVERY, A REPRE. 
SENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Avery. I would like to say to Mr. Albert, if I might, the Army 
engineers do not always dilly-dally as I learned the hard way in the 
other session of Congress. There are exceptions. 

Mr. Jounson. You are not referring to Tuttle Creek, are you? 

Mr. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I apologize to the committee for asking 
to come back. 

Mr, Hors. I do not think they want to do them, but they do not 
want anybody else to do them, either. 

Mr. Atpert. You may be right. 

Mr. Avery. Too, I think their interest is primarily in large struc- 
tures where they can get a lot of favorable support from metropolitan 
areas. 

If you will follow their chart around over the various basins, you 
will find that to be the predominating factor in their priority of 
projects. 








6§2 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


The reason I asked to further inject some remarks in the record, 
Mr. Chairman, I am reflecting a little on the language of this bill 
whereby the Federal Government can only participate in the expense 
of these projects insofar as they would apply to flood-prevention 
objectives . 

Now, I think I know what the answer is to that, but may I ask the 
committee if that is permissible—I realize it is a little unethical—in 
your thinking, Mr. Chairman, would that preclude the Federal Gov- 
ernment from participating in any expense for any conservation pool ? 

Is a conservation pool conservation or is it flood prevention ? 

Mr. Poaar. I would assume that pool has a flood preventive effect. 
I do not claim to be an engineer, but it would seem to me that any 
pool of water you maintain prevents that much water from running 
downstream and prevents that much water from adding to the flood. 

Consequently, it seems to me that is clearly a part of flood prevention. 

Mr. Avery. Maybe, Mr. Chairman, I am borrowing trouble on this, 
but I have heard various Federal agencies testify that farm ponds 
contribute nothing to flood control because the time you need them the 
most they are full and, therefore, after the water runs out the spill- 
way they are not a flood prevention project. 

Mr. Poace. By essentially the same reason you may say Turtle 
Creek, if I may use those ugly words, if it happened to be full at 
the time that an additional flood comes, would contribute absolutely 
nothing to the protection of Kansas City ¢ 

Mr. Avery. Yes, but that does not count because there are always 
exceptional cases where that would occur, so we do not consider those 
kinds of things. 

I do not mean to be facetious about this. I am merely concerned 
about it. I think we are recognizing more every year that this water 
problem is two fold. It is not entirely too much water; it is becom- 
ing more important jn having enough water. 

I am wondering by any quirk of circumstances if some agency or 
somebody in the Department of Agriculture could interpret this lan- 
guage to mean that there could not be Federal funds used to build 
the structure to the extent that a conservation pool would be provided. 
If that is the case, I do not believe it is the correct language. 

Mr. Poace. I do not want to speak for the authors of the other 
bills, but I will say as far as I am concerned it certainly is not 
my intention to so construe it. I think that water that is detained 
in a conservation pool prevents floods just the same as water that is 
contained in whatever you call the pool. I do not think the name 
has anything to do with its effect in preventing floods. 

Mr. Avery. I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, 100 percent, but I 
would have to have all the work that you gentlemen have put in this 
piece of legislation end up at the point where that language “flood 
prevention” would preclude any conservation pool in any of these 
structures. 

I do not think that is the intent of the committee. If it is deter- 
mined that that would be a possibility, maybe we ought to add a few 
little words there to clarify it. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Brown, of the Department of Agriculture, is 
here. Maybe he would care to say something at this time. 

Mr. Avery. I will be glad to yield, or I will retire. 
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Mr. Poace. I will be glad if Mr. Brown cares to express an opinion 
for the Department. 


STATEMENT OF CARL B. BROWN, DIRECTOR, PLANNING DIVISION, 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, as we interpret the language it makes 
no change in the provision now existing in the bill that the Secretary 
may determine an equitable and fair sharing of cost except that this 
amendment would prohibit him from requiring any sharing of cost 
for construction of flood control. He still has full latitude to deter- 
mine what sharing of cost, if any, for purposes other than flood con- 
trol may be allowed. In other words 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Avery wants to know whether he is going to hold 
that this conservation pool is for flood control, or is not. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Avery, probably the conservation pool that you 
refer to, of the type that has been included in the structures built 
under the pilot watershed program, is a small pool which is put in 
there for purposes of sediment detention over the 50-year period 
for which those structures are designed. That is considered to be 
a part of the flood prevention feature of the dam now and would 
continue to be considered necessary for flood prevention. 

This other storage that would be added to the structures over and 
above the way they are being built now, a specific additional allot- 
ment of water for other purposes, such as irrigation or municipal 
water supply, or any other useful purpose. 

It would not affect this conservation pool which usually is less 
than 10 percent of the total capacity of the structures as they are 
now built. That is called flood-prevention storage. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you, Mr. Brown. 

Mr. Avery. I think Mr. Brown’s analysis probably reiterates the 
point that I am bringing up because if the game interpretation should 
prevail whereby just the conservation allocated for sedimentation is 
considered a part of these flood-control aspects, it would seem to me 
immediately we have discarded any Federal participation in the con- 
servation of water which I do not believe is quite what we are trying 
to do here. 

Mr. Poaae. I think the record will show that the committee, unless 
someboédy wants to object to the chair’s statement, the committee and 
the department, both, feel that the law as written includes a Federal 
payment for that portion of the structures that is necessary to main- 
tain the conservation of sedimentation pool in the structures. 

Mr. Avery. But no more. 

Mr. Poace. Yes, all the flood-control features of it. I said it would 
include that. 

Mr. Avery. But no more than water conservation of it allocated 
for sedimentation. 

Mr. Poage. It obviously does not include some addition you might 
put on there over and above the 5,000 acre-feet. Over and above that, 
if the community or the Izaak Walton League wants to put an addi- 
tional 5,000 feet to shoot ducks, obviously the Federal Government 
would not be required to pay for that. 
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Mr. Avery. I am not much concerned about the group of people 
that want to go out and shoot ducks, but with this rather serious 
water problem developing over the Nation, I am a little bit concerned. 
I think of it this way: In 50 years you would have no conservation 
pool at all. So the water conservation aspects are entirely dissipated. 

[ hate to be repetitious here, but it would seem to me that to accom- 
plish what we are all trying to get at, and that is two things, preven- 
tion of flood, but I think mostly probably the conservation of water, 
that maybe the committee should consider a little delineation there of 
that language so that we would not have to assume that the only water 
that we could conserve is what was allocated for sedimentation, which 
would be entirely dissipated in not more than 50 years, and my own 
er experience has been that it is less than that, even on grass- 
and. 

_Mr. Poace. We want to assure you we will consider your sugges- 
tions, 

The Chair wants the record to show that there is no disposition on 
the part of the committee to question for one moment the fact that 
this bill does include Federal payment for that: conservation pool. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Avery. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hearing me again. I 
think our objectives are the same. Our methods of approach may be 
digressive just a little. 

Mr. Poage. I believe our next witness is Mr. Charles H. Callison, of 
the National Wildlife Federation. 

Before you begin, Mr. Callison, I wonder if we might have unani- 
mous consent to insert a statement by Mr. William Welsh, of the 
National Reclamation Association. Without objection, it will be in- 
serted in the record at this point. ‘ 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WiLrttAM E. WetsH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
5 ASSOCIATION 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National Ree- 
lamation Association, an organization with active membership in each of the 
17 Western States comprising about 60 percent of the area of the United States. 
Approximately two-thirds of our membership comes from officers and directors 
of irrigation districts, canal companies, and other types of western irrigation 
farmer organizations. 

Our association has long been interested in the enactment of legislation which 
would provide for a small projects reclamation program for the West. Our first 
resolution on small reclamation projects was adopted at our annual meeting 
in Omaha, Nebr., in 1946. Resolutions urging such a program have been enacted 
annually each succeeding year. 


SMALL RECLAMATION PROJECTS COMMITTEE 


We have had a special committee on small reclamation projects for the past 
6 years. The present membership of this committee is as follows: John H. 
Bliss, chairman, Santa Fe, N. Mex. (for many years State engineer); Doyle 
F. Boen, manager, irrigation district, Hemet, Calif.; Fred E, Buck, State engi- 
neer, Helena, Mont.; T. W. Jensen, secretary-manager, Utah Water Users. Asso- 
ciation, Salt Lake City, Utah; William C. Smith, attorney, irrigation -interests, 
Ainsworth, Nebr.; Roy Whitacre, manager, irrigation district, Yerrington, Nev. 

This committee with 100 percent attendance conferred in Washington D. C., in 
December 1955, with officials from the Department of Agriculture, the Depart- 
ment of Interior, and the Bureau of Reclamation and with officials from the 
Bureau of the Budget for the purpose of discussing legislation now before the 
conferees, H. R. 5881, and especially to expedite negotiations by the departments 
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looking toward an agreement upon this legislation which would provide for a 
small reclamation project program for the Western States. 

Yesterday I conferred by telephone with the chairman of this committee, Mr. 
Bliss, and was instructed by him to report to your committee the position of his 
committee and our association as follows: 

I. This legislation, H. R. 8750, would appear to authorize small irrigation 
projects by the Department of Agriculture throughout the entire United States 
including the Western States. This would mean that if the program for which 
our association has been working for many years (a small reclamation project 
program under the Bureau of Reclamation for the Western States) is enacted 
into law, then we would have two departments of the Federal Government author- 
ized to construct the same size and type of projects in the same area. We do 
not believe this is good business. The Bureau of Reclamation has been con- 
structing irrigation and reclamation projects in the Western States for more 
than 50 years. That responsibility should be left with that agency in that area. 

II. We urge this committee to withhold action on this legislation until the 
proposed legislation by the Department of Agriculture now pending before the 
Bureau of the Budget is prepared in final form and reported to the Congress. 
Officials of the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Interior, we 
are advised, have been conferring and working on this legislation for the past 
several weeks and it is anticipated that an agreement will be reached very 
shortly. 

We state with all sincerity that the members of our association are in entire 
accord with the overall objectives of the Hope-Aiken bill to protect the water- 
sheds of the Nation. 

We also want it distinctly understood that our position on this question should 
in no way be construed as a criticism of the Soil Conservation Service. We look 
upon the SCS as one of the greatest and most constructive agencies of our Fed- 
eral Government. We have supported it in the various programs which come 
under its jurisdiction throughout the West on many occasions. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
ASSOCIATION 


I am Charles H. Callison, conservation director of the National 
Wildlife Federation. The National Wildlife Federation represents 
some 3 million sportsmen and lay conservationists who are associated 
with it through State affiliate bodies in 47 States, the District of 
Columbia, and Alaska. 

It is a privilege to appear here this morning before this committee 
to present our views on the amendments to the Watershed Protection 
ak Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 566, as passed in 1954. 

The National Wildlife Federation is in favor of the type of planning 
made possible under the basic act of 1954, which provides for holding 
moisture on the ground where it falls. 

We recognize the overall public values that accrue if an effective job 
is done preserving and building up the soil, of maintaining steady 
flows of clear water, and of applying sound forestry, grazing, and 
farming practices. If these things are done, wildlife will be benefited 
in many ways. Fertile soils support production crops of wildlife just 
as they produce bountiful agricultural crops. 

The coordinated long-range planning made possible through the 
cooperative arrangements which are required by this act is consistent 
with our objectives for maintaining high standards of land use. Such 
an approach will bring about sustained production of both our agri- 
cultural lands and the wildlife coverts that are found on them. 

We favor the amendments in this bill which would allow greater 
latitude in planning projects for uses other than those which would 
meet, the specific needs for flood prevention and agriculture. These 
changes make it possible to increase the capacities of structures for 
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various domestic purposes including pollution abatement and wildlife 
improvement. 

We wish to encourage the broadening of the provisions of this bill 
to provide for projects that are directly concerned with these other 
benefits. 

Other provisions of this bill would make it easier for the local or- 
ganizations to qualify their watershed programs. This is specifically 
true in setting requirements which would make it unnecessary to go 
through lengthy and involved administrative procedures in securing 
approval for projects involving expenditure of less than $250,000. 

We also approve the provisions of section 8 which lead to the appli- 
cation of the equitable interest rates for loans offered under this act. 

It is apparent that satisfactory loan rates must be offered to the 
participating organizations if developments are to be carried out that 
will be in the best interests of the land resources. Long-term loans 
under this act must be comparable to those obtained under other laws 
if we are to gain the desired participation by local organizations. 

We have one amendment which we would like to recommend to the 
serious consideration of this committee, Mr. Chairman. Returning 
to fish and wildlife considerations again, it is our belief that the effect 
of watershed programs carried out under Public Law 566, and as 
amended by this bill, will in 9 cases out of 10 be beneficial. 

The benefits to wildlife and in public recreational opportunities 
will be greater if planning for these resources is included from the 
very beginning. 

In other words, a small watershed program provides definite op- 
portunities for creating new wildlife habitat, for improving streams, 
and for creating new fishing waters. The wildlife experts that are 
available in Federal and State agencies should be brought into the 
planning picture, 

The administrators of Public Law 566 have been aware of the fish 
and wildlife opportunities and dangers. 

Under date of May 12, 1955, the administrator of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service and the director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of the Interior, entered into 2 memorandum of understand- 
ing— 
for the purpose of encouraging the coordination and integration of fish and wild- 
life conservation with works of improvement carried out pursuant— 
to Public Law 566. 

I have copies of that agreement and ask the permision of the com- 
mittee that a copy be made a part of the record at this point. 

Mr. Poace. How long is that ? 

Mr. Cauison. I think it was distributed by Mr. Reed. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection, the memorandum will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(The memorandum referred to is as follows :) 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN Fish AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, AND Sor. CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE . 


This memorandum is entered into for the purpose of encouraging the coordina- 
tion and integration of fish and wildlife conservation with works of improve- 
ment carried out pursuant to provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act of August 4, 1954 (Public Law 566, 83d Cong., 2d Sess.), and 
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to that end will provide guidance to all personnel in the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice and the Soil Conservation Service. 


GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 


1. The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention projects may have a sig- 
nificant effect on fish and wildlife resources in some watersheds. Therefore, it 
is agreed that the Fish and Wildlife Service and the State fish and game agen- 
cies may make such recommendations for fish and wildlife conservation as they 
deem practical during the planning stage of projects under Public Law 566. 

2. Local organizations, as defined in Public Law 566, may desire to incorporate 
measures for enhancement of fish and wildlife in watershed work plans based 
upon recommendations of State and Federal agencies, but no part of the cost of 
such enhancement measures will be paid for from appropriations made under 
authority of Public Law 566. 

3. Costs of measures for mitigation of any damages to fish and wildlife re- 
sources resulting from the proposed works of improvement under Public Law 
566 will be considered by the Soil Conservation Service as proper costs of the 
projects and such measures as are determined to be appropriate by the Soil Con- 
servation Service shall be incorporated in the watershed work plan. 

Tangible benefits or losses to such resources shall be appropriately credited 
or charged to the projects and intangible benefits and loses may be cited. 

Watershed work plans should represent the program of local people. The Soil 
Conservation Service will participate in carrying out only those elements of the 
project, however, that are in accordance with the provisions of Public Law 566 
and that it considers to be in keeping with the policies of the Department of 
Agriculture. 


PROCEDU RES 


4. The Fish and Wildlife Service may make a reconnaissance study of pro- 
posed or approved watershed projects to determine (1) the probable effects of 
the project on fish and wildlife resources, and (2) whether detailed studies of 
the watershed area and project plans are needed properly to integrate measures 
for conservation of fish and wildlife into watershed work plans. These recon- 
naissance studies shall be financed from funds regularly appropriated to the 
Fish and Wildlife Service for river basin studies. 

5. In the event detailed studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service of certain 
projects are recommended and both the need for and the estimated cost of mak- 
ing such studies have the concurrence of the Soil Conservation Service, the cost 
of such detailed studies will be financed by transfer of funds from the Soil Con- 
servation Service. 

6. Following the transfer of funds for these studies, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service shall proceed promptly to undertake them, in close consultation with 
the appropriate State fish and game agencies, the local offices of the Soil Con- 
servation Service, and the representatives of the local organization. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service will keep in mind at all times the objectives of the local 
organization in the development of a watershed project. 

7. The recommendations developed by these studies will be given full consider- 
ation by the Soil Conservation Service and will be presented for the considera- 
tion of the local organization in developing the watershed work plan. 

8. This memorandum of understanding will be implemented by periodic agree- 
ment for transfer of funds and arrangements for specific work. 


#LADWIN YOUNG, 
Acting Administrator, Soil Conservation Service. 
Date: May 12, 1955. 
JOHN L. FARLEY, 
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Date: May 24, 1955 
Mr. Catuison. The procedure agreed to by the administrators of 
the Soil Conservation Service and Fish and Wildlife Service are sub- 
stantially the same as those provided for in the so-called Coordination 
Act of August 14, 1946 (Public Law 732, 79th Cong.). 
Our suggested amendment is given in my statement right here. 
In line 8, page 3, change the word “two” to “three” and insert after 
proposed new section 8, which ends on line 19, the following : 
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Sec. 9. The planning and construction of projects undertaken pursuant to 
this Act shall be subject to all procedural requirements and other provisions of 
the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 

Renumber proposed new section 9 accordingly, making it section 10. 

I know you gentlemen are familiar with the Coordination Act. It is 
a rather simple law, but from the standpoint of the many millions of 
hunters and fishermen and many other people interested in wildlife 
conservation, it is a very important law. It provides that before 
Federal impoundments or water diversion projects are finally author- 
ized or construction commences, the Fish and Wildlife Service, with 
the help of the State game and fish department, shall take a good 
look at the probable effects on fish and wildlife resources. 

It further authorized the fish and wildlife agencies to prepare re- 
ports on those effects and to make recommendations for mitigation 
of losses, if any. . 

Through the exercise of the Coordination Act, potentially severe 
fish and wildlife losses have been prevented in many instances. In 
other instances, opportunities have been disclosed wherein new habitat 
was developed. 

The Coordination Act presently applies to all projects constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers. It also 
applies to projects for which the Federal Power Commission issues 
permits. But without the amendment which we recommend, it would 
not apply to works under Public Law 566 because the watershed 
projects would be constructed by local agencies and not by the Federal 
Government. 

We earnestly recommend the inclusion of this amendment. 

We know the Congress and all agencies and parties involved do not 
wish to overlook an opportunity to protect the wildlife resources. 
This amendment would be a simple guaranty against such oversight. 
It would make permanent the present working agreement between the 
Soil Conservation Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Poage. Mr, Callison, we thank you very much for that statement. 

I would like to ask, Mr. Callison, in regard to this proposed amend- 
ment, if you would feel that it would be proper to make it subject to 
the $250,000 limitation that we have provided in this bill for review 
by other Federal agencies. 

You understand one of the purposes of this bill is to try to free 
the approval of these projects from some of the interminable red- 
tape that has prevented approval of a single one of them up to this 
time. There has not been a project approved in the United States, 
as you know, under 566. Each time we have to send it to some other 
office, you understand, that makes the approval further delayed. 

As Mr. Albert suggested, you had better not only be an infant, you 
had better be in the cradle when you begin to apply for these things 
if you go through the agencies. 

o you think it would be proper to have the $250,000 exemption ? 

Mr. Caxuison. You mean only the projects that exceed $250,000 
would be subject to review under the Coordination Act? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Mr. Catuison. No, Mr. Chairman, I think that structures or pro- 
grams of less should be subject to review. It should be only in a few 
instances where the Fish and Wildlife Service or fish and game de- 
partment of the State, would offer any objections. 
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Mr. Poacr. We understand that. It takes time to get them to say 
that they do not offer any objections. 

Mr. Cauiison. As I understand, they are voluntarily cooperating 
with the Fish and Wildlife agencies now under this memorandum of 
agreement. 

Mr. Poacr. We understand to be true, too—— 

Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Brown and the others here of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service could advise you if that part of it has resulted in any of 
the delay or compounded the delay. I don’t know whether it has, or 
not, frankly. 

Mr. Poace. Whether you send it to a Congressman’s office or whether 
you send it to a branch of the executive agency, each time you send it 
somewhere delays it. 

I think it is just as clear as the man who makes deliveries around 
town, the number of stops he makes determines how long he will 
be out of the store. 

Mr. AtBert. Why could not we have an understanding ? 

Mr. Jounson. They should have a certain number of days to ap- 
prove it or disapprove it. 

Mr. Cauuison. I might say this about the coordination act, gentle- 
men; it does not give the Fish and Wildlife Service any veto power 
at all. 

Mr. Poace. We understand that, but it takes time. That is what 
we are talking about, is time. 

Mr. Apert. Every time you call one of them they say they do not 
have enough personnel to get it done. So they throw it back to you. 

Mr. Cauuison. It does provide for that phase, comprehensive plan- 
ning of these projects. 

Mr. Poage. I have no objection in the world to the cooperation. I 
think it is fine, and I think it is fine to have these numerous other 
agencies of the Government, Interior, Army engineers, Bureau of the 
Budget; and Health, Education, and Welfare, and everybody else 
that wants to review these things, review them. 

But we have found by experience that when we begin to circularize 
ee we never get our circular back. 

Mr. McIntire. I note in your statement this reference to the memo- 
randum of agreement between these agencies. Should one draw the 
conclusion from your statement that you are apprehensive that that 
memorandum is not sufficiently binding upon the agencies involved ? 

Mr. Catuison. Yes. It is fine. We think it is splendid. 

As a matter of fact, it is better than the coordination act. And 
we certainly would not want that memorandum of agreement to be 
discontinued even should our proposed amendment be put in the law. 

But the administrators may decide to cancel it. They can. They 
have that authority. 

Our proposed amendment would simply make certain that this co- 
operation was continued. 

Mr. MoInrtire. It is because of your apprehension of the lack of 
effective coordination under your memorandum of agreement that 
you think this amendment ought to be in there? 

Mr. Cauuison. Mr. McIntire, our apprehension is at some time in 
the future, this cooperation could be discontinued. It is based on a 
spirit of good will and understanding which we hope will continue 
always. 
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But we know sometimes it does not prevail among Government 
agencies. 

Mr. Hors. Mr. Callison, I am in full sympathy with your purpose 
here, but I also agree with everything that has been said by Mr. 
Poage and others about the effect of adding more agencies to the 
list that must be consulted in connection with these projects. That 
is, one of the main purposes of this bill is to get away from the delay 
which this creates. 

As I understand you, this memorandum of understanding which 
you have is working satisfactorily. Why would it not accomplish 
your purpose if we provided that it would apply to the projects above 
250.000 acre-feet? That would establish the policy and would get 
it in permanent form and I do not believe there would be any disposi- 
tion after that on the part of any succeeding administration or ad- 
ministrators to get away from the policy that had been established. 

There will be less chance, I think, of this memorandum of under- 
standing being abandoned if we do establish the policy as far as the 
larger projects are concerned. 

Do you not think that would probably accomplish what you have 
in mind pretty well ? 

Mr. Cauuison. I think it would, as I say, Mr. Hope, certainly help 
us sustain and make permanent, have a tendency to make permanent 
the memorandum of understanding with the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. Perhaps it would. 

I, frankly, had not studied that suggestion or had not thought of 
that angle of considering this applying only to projects in excess of 
$250,000. 

Now, that is what you are thinking of ? 

Mr. Horr. Yes. 

Mr. Cauuison. To be very frank about it, about the only kind of 
project that ever worries the Wildlife people are those involving 
considerable drainage. Now, how many of those might come in under 
or above this $250,000 limitation—— 

Mr. Horr. How about specifically mentioning drainage projects? 
I do not think I would object to making an exception of those projects. 
To subject all of the applications, however, to going through that 
routine which is bound to add delay, would be very, very bad. 

I think it would interfere with other functions of the act. It is in- 
terfering with it now, and to add other agencies would seem to me to 
do what we are trying to get away from. 

Mr. Catiison. Just to respond in the same spirit that your sugges- 
tion is made on the spur of the moment, Mr. Hope, I think we would 
be very happy with that if drainage projects were subject to review 
with regard to their fish and wildlife effects, plus projects in excess of 
$250,000. 

In these larger ones you might get into a sizable impoundment 
which would have substantial wildlife effects one way or the other. 
It could be detrimental ; it could be beneficial. 

Mr. Poace. Are there further questions ? 

If not. we thank you very much, Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Catuison. Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege. 

Mr. Poaar. I believe the next witness is Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, of 


the Wildlife Management Institute. 
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STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gurermuru. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. R. Gutermuth. 

= statement is going to be very brief. With your permission I will 
read it, 

Mr. Poacr. You may proceed. 

Mr. GurermutH. Mr, Chairman, my name is C. R. Gutermuth. I 
am vice president of the Wildlife Management Institute, a national 
nonprofit membership organization dedicated to the improved manage- 
ment and restoration of all renewable natural resources in the public 
interest. 

In addition, I am a member of the four-man committee that was 
charged with the responsibility of staging the National Watershed 
Congress that was held here in Washington for the past 2 years, and 
which brought together more than 300 farmers and ranchers and 
members of local soil conservation districts from over the entire 
Nation, to discuss the implementation of Public Law 566. 

At the last watershed congress on December 5 and 6, which was a 
grass-roots meeting, those who are intimately involved in carrying out 
the practices and programs authorized under the Watershed Protec- 
tion and Flood Prevention Act, brought out in their discussions cer- 
tain weaknesses in the new law that are preventing its full application. 

It is our feeling that the enactment of either the Poage bill, H. R. 
8750, or the H. R. 8804, with one additional amendment, would 
broaden the one law sufficiently to remove most of the criticism, 
and permit the full watershed treatment that was envisioned by the 
sponsors and supporters of the original proposal. 

At this point I would like to add that I have not had copies of the 
other bills by Representatives Johnson and Blitch and some of the 
others, so I have not been able to comment on them. 

Mr. Poace. They are identical. 

Mr. GurermutaH. Yes, sir. 

All of the proposed amendments really are needed to attain more 
complete absorption of rainfall by the land, and would help prevent 
disastrous flash runoffs that destroy soil fertility, real property, and 
human life. 

There is but one additional feature that the institute feels should be 
embodied in the law that is not covered by the bills under considera- 
tion by this committee. That is the complete removal of the 5,000 
acre-foot limitation on retention impoundments such as is proposed in 
the Clements-Barkley bill, S. 3023. 

There are many projects, either proposed or in partial stages of 
development throughout the country, where this limitation is a dis- 
tinct handicap to the carrying out of the full intent of the law 

For example, there are municipalities that could provide additional 
flood control protection in municipal water supply reservoirs if there 
were no limitation on the size of the authorized impoundments. 

There are other cases where an increase in the authorized size of 
the impoundments would permit the storage of more water than could 
be used to help maintain a more uniform stream flow during the 
summer months. Such features would have multiple benefits, and 
would be of inestimable value to sport fisheries and to other forms of 
outdoor recreation on streams below the impoundments. 
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That 5,000 acre-foot limitation obviously was written into the pres- 
ent law to satisfy the Army engineersjwho do not want anyone to 
encroach upon their dam building preogatives. 

As has been stated time and again: 

If it were not for the fact that this restriction is so detrimental to the small 
watershed program, it would be amusing to see the Corps worrying about such 
tiny structures. 

The Army has not built more than 5 or 6 of those little dams in a 
half century of civil functions. Millions of people across the coun- 
try have a personal stake in the small watershed program and it is 
difficult to understand why the multitudes always must bow to the 
wishes of the dam builders. 

At this point I would like to interpolate a bit in relation to our 
previous discussion. 

Gentlemen, we are not picking a fight with the Army engineers, but 
as has been stated earlier during this hearing, they obviously are not 
interested in these small structures. 

The Corps for a while, during the consideration of the bill which 
resulted in the enactment of Public Law 566, were down here oppos- 
ing the entire thing because, as I have stated here, it was purported 
to interfere with their dam building prerogatives. 

Now, gentlemen, there are millions of conservationists across the 
country who have, as I said, a personal stake in this program. I think 
it is high time that the Army be brought in here to explain and give 
good and legitimate reason for the blocking of this particular section 
of the original law and who would object to increasing the acreage 
allowance in this bill under consideration. 

Yesterday’s discussion on the need for having the Federal Gov- 
ernment pay the cost of flood-control structures was most interesting. 
The members of the local districts that are above the impoundments 
cannot see where they get any protection or benefit from such flood- 
control works, and it will not be easy to get them to pick up the check 
on those essential parts of local projects. 

We urge the committee to issue a favorable report on these pro- 
posed amendments to the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act, but, in so doing, we respectfully request that a further 
amendment be added to remove that 5,000 acre-foot limitation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Poace. We thank you very much for your statement, Mr. Guter- 
muth. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Apert. Mr. Gutermuth, on your last statement, I think we 
should judge the irrigation and reclamation projects on their own 
merits. Some of them will not be brought into operation for 15 or 20 
years if they are approved now, as I understand it, and maybe the 
country will need the extra land at that time. 

That is a little beside the point here. 

Back to this question, I think the Army engineers should be invited 
to appear before our committee and given the opportunity to give us 
the full benefit of their knowledge and to tell us why a line of de- 
marcation should be drawn at a specific point, such as 5,000 acre-feet. 

I think the Corps of Engineers is one of the great and responsible 
agencies of the Government. 
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Why should we not get them in here and find out whether there 
are basic and fundamental objections that we know nothing about, 
to raising this limit to fifteen or twenty thousand acre-feet as has 
been suggested by several witnesses ? 

Mr. Gurermutu. I think that is absolutely right. 

Now, in the first place, gentlemen, this 5,000 acre-foot figure is an 
arbitrary figure. 

Mr. Apert. Right. 

Mr. Gurermuru. I believe it was brought here yesterday by either 
Secretary Peterson or Mr. Brown, from the Soil Conservation Service, 
that if this 5,000-acre limitation were raised to, say, 20,000 acre-feet, 
that it probably would take care of all of the projects that we are talk- 
ing about. Sothat might be a point of reconciliation of any differences. 

If that were the case, fine; we would certainly agree to that. 

Mr. Atsert. The Army engineers is headed up by the top men out 
of West Point by and large, and I think they believe what is good 
for the country is good for the Army engineers. I believe if we 
brought them in here and gave them an opportunity, they would either 
suggest to us methods by which they could work out these things, or 
they would agree that it be done by the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Gurermuru. It goes a step further than that. The Army 
engineers fundamentally and basically have absolutely no interest in 
the things that we are discussing here, small watershed program. 

Now, agronomy and all of these things, biology and that sort of 
thing, are not taught at West Point. These projects, if they are to 
he carried out properly, will have to be carried out by soil conserva- 
tionists and people who have that interest. There is no such interest 
as I can see in the Army engineers. 

Mr. Apert. I think the gentleman is correct. If there is, I think 
the Army engineers should manifest their interest in doing it. Other- 
wise, by the enactment of this legislation we are going to leave a big 
gap, a big area, which is not covered by any law, between a 5,000 
acre-foot structure and the dams the Corps of Eng'neers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation are building at the present time. 

Mr. GutermvutnH. That is right. 

Mr. Chairman, we have made it very clear all along that we are 
only interested here, and Public Law 566 applies to small watershed 
projects. There is no desire on the part of all of us who are interested 
in this work to interfere with the large structures which are normally 
carried on and which have the big interest of the Corps. 

Consequently, it seems to me that we should have a point of meet- 
ing on this. 

Mr. Arzert. I agree with you. 

Mr. Horr. Will the gentleman from Oklahoma yield ? 

Mr. Arsert. Yes, gladly. 

Mr. Horr. I think there is a great deal in what has been said here 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma and Mr. Gutermuth and others 
about the idea of having a showdown on this question of the 5,000 
acre-foot limitation. But we have a bill here which I think is rea- 
sonably free of objections from the Army engineers or others who 
might oppose its passage, and my question is: Does not the gentleman 
think it would be better to go ahead with this bill which is badly 
needed at this time and then fight the other issue out on another 
occasion ¢ 
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Mr. Axpert. I will defer to the judgment of the chairman of the 
subcommittee and the former chairman of the committee. You know 
more about that aspect of it than I, and I certainly do not want to 
<— ane here which would cause this bill either to fail or be 

elayed. . 

Mr. GutermutH. Mr. Chairman, in that connection, while I agreed 
wholeheartedly with Representative Hope, I still think that there 
may be a possibility of having an off-the-record meeting with the 
proper officials in the corps, and since it has been indicated here that 
a slight increase in the area such as 20,000 acre-feet would satisfy and 
take care of all of that, I still think there is a possibility they may agree 
to that when it is made clear that that is our only interest, to get it 
raised to take care of these small projects in which the conservationists 
and the people are interested in carrying on as local projects. 

Mr. Poace. We thank you very much, Mr, Gutermuth. 

We have Mr. Harry Rieck, of Preston, Md. 

We will be very glad to hear from you at this time, Mr. Rieck. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY RIECK, POULTRY-GRAIN FARMER, 
PRESTON, MD. 


Mr. Rieck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I thank 
ee very much for the opportunity to add my little bit to House bill 
8750. 

My name is Harry Rieck of Preston, Md. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee to present a small farmer’s 
views on a very important question. I am an active poultry-grain 
farmer; a member of the Maryland Soil Conservation Committee, 
a soil-conservation district supervisor, and a‘ director of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts. I am also presently 
serving as chairman of the Maryland Water Resources Study Com- 
mission. 

Serving in these capacities I feel that my position is one of wide 
experience in the field of water management and its use. 

am sure you each realize the growing importance for the main- 
tenance of quantity and quality in water supplies for our expanding 
needs. It has come to my attention time and time again while serving 
with the Maryland Water Resources Study Commission, that many 
communities in America today have reached their limitation of ex- 
pansion because of limited water supply. New frontiers in agricul- 
ture apparently will be developed in the humid United States only as 
water is available for supplemental irrigation. 

I cannot overemphasize to you gentlemen, the tremendous impor- 
tance for Federal, State, and local governments to measure up to their 
responsibilities in this field. As a farmer I feel very strongly that 
the proposed amendments to Public Law 566 which you now consider 
are most urgently needed to help landowners continue their contribu- 
tions in the wise use of land and water resources throughout America. 

I would like to add this here. When the law was passed I had 
many misgivings over the tremendous amount of restrictions that 
were carried on which I will later on present in this paper. 

Soil conservation district cooperators throughout America are al- 
ready contributing tremendously to water conservation by applying 
technical practices to their land. 
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Nearly 18 months ago Public Law 566 came into effect as a marvel- 
ous gesture and new tool to these people supporting the theory that 
landowners are first custodians of rainfall. The use or misuse of this 
national resource rests primarily in their hands. 

Unfortunately the many cumbersome requirements under the pres- 
ent version of Public Law 566 have not allowed us to do more than get 
one watershed started through the State committee in Maryland in 
18 months. 

It will probably be another 6 or 7 months before we get it through 
the Department and into Congress. So the first project will be another 
12 months before actual operations get under way. 

This is entirely too slow. Confusion and uncertainty, on the part 
of the district cooperators as to what they can depend upon as a firm 
Federal contribution is definitely retarding progress in this work. 

As was brought out in several of our meetings it is not entirely clear 
as to the extent of Federal participation. 

We have learned it runs anywhere from 18 to 50 percent. It is 
the uncertainty in the old law that makes it very difficult to get en- 
thusiastic cooperation from farmers and watershed people. 

I am heartily in favor of the amendments proposed by your com- 
mittee which would provide for the Federal portion of the cost-shar- 
ing to include all of the costs of the work which might be justly 
charged to flood prevention. 

Again in some of the instances in our State the boys on the upper end 
of the watershed or the impoundment feel that they are already 
contributing a considerable amount in requiring their land to be 
treated and thereby eliminating siltation. 

They do not feel they should contribute for construction of that dam 
that pertains to flood prevention on the lower end of the stream. 

In closing let me say I know of no more important basic legislation 
than you are now considering in these amendments. American farm 
people are ready to cooperate to the limit of their capacity. As you 
have in the past, I am sure that your committee in the future, is more 
than willing to fulfill their responsibility in meeting these farm peo- 
ple half way. 

With regard to the loan features which have been suggested may I 
say that we definitely need to set up a 50-year repayment period for 
loans to cooperators or sponsors in the watershed program at rates of 
interest not to exceed that which the Federal Government now pays 
for the use of money. 

The limitation now imposed on the size of watersheds is unrealistic. 
I am not sure what the upper limitation should be. Certainly the 
5,000 acre-feet limitation on the size of structures is too low. 

I would like to emphasize the importance of removing the arbitrary 
$250,000 cost figure as criteria for approval by the President and Con- 
gress, and other agencies indirectly involved in the technical or cost- 
sharing phases of these projects. Ifa dividing line is needed, a much 
larger monetary figure may be more realistic. It is my personal opin- 
ion that the Secretary of Agriculture should be given the responsi- 
bility of establishing this dividing line. 

In Maryland our State has gone forward in providing an enabling 
act, giving taxing powers to watershed associations and drainage asso- 
ciations so that we can fill our responsibilities in the maintenance and 
operation of watersheds as they are completed. 
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I would like to make a comment on the Fish and Wildlife people. 
It is the custom in the local area that we always cooperate in always 
asking the Fish and Wildlife people. Perhaps it might be some com- 
fort to the Fish and Wildlife people. 

In practically every district they have a memorandum of under- 
standing with the Wildlife people and we do get fine cooperation 
from them. 

I would like to comment a little bit further on the loan provision 
of your bill when this small projects bill was in the hopper in Wash- 
ington, I and many other farmers realized that that was of real value 
to us in that it had this loan feature. 

Gentlemen, it is almost impossible, with farm conditions as they 
are today, for farmers to raise the necessary money to have in hand 
to promote this project under Public Law 566. Whereas, with the 
loan provision in there we certainly have an opportunity to take ad- 
vantage of it. 

So, gentlemen, I thank you for this opportunity. I think it is fac- 
ing in the right direction even though I think that the 5,000 acre-feet 
is probably too small, but I think Cheietei Poage, you perhaps have 
the answer, let us get this bill through and later on ask for what we 
think is needed. 

Mr. Poage. In other words, you agree with the bill, you would like 
to go a little bit further. 

Mr. Rieck. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you so much, Mr. Rieck. 

Are there any questions ? 

If not, we are obliged to you for appearing here today, sir. 

Now, Mr. Hagen, from California, wants to make a statement. 

We will be delighted to hear from you, Mr. Hagen. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to go on record in favor 
of this bill, which I think will serve a very useful purpose. 

I had some doubts about some of the language yesterday, but with 
the safeguards that are contained in the present law the language can 
remain in there. 

I would like to confine myself to some very limited aspects of the 
bill. I think that this 5,000 acre-feet limitation should be raised be- 
cause it is very unrealistic in semimountainous areas where we can 
create structures impounding much more than that for a limited cost. 

I think the cost limitation is a much more realistic limitation than 
this question of division of jurisdiction between the Army engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation and this program. 

Actually, as Mr. Albert and some of the witnesses from Oklahoma 
have indicated, you can run the cost of some of these projects up tre- 
mendously by creating a necessity for several small structures which 
could be handled by a single structure. 

With respect to the Army engineers I rather doubt that they would 
have any serious objection to that provided that they were somehow 
consulted with respect to the general problem of a particular water- 
shed. 
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I think we must recognize that whenever we impound substantial 
amounts of water in addition to solving a flood hazard, if the work 
is improperly planned or improperly done, you are creating a hazard 
at the same time. 

I can see where that would be a legitimate concern for the Army 
——o who have a traditional flood-control function. 

far as dam structures go, I am certain in my own mind at least, 
that they would not be interested in any project as small as $250.000, 
for example. However, there is a possibility under this bill certain 
channel works might be undertaken and they do have channel clear- 
ance projects and so forth, which are of small size. 

So that some thought might be given to differentiating between dam 
structures and impoundment structures and other types of flood-con- 
trol works, 

I would like to point out that I read a story the other day in the 
newspaper that the Army engineers have some $12 billion worth of 
authorizations already. 

Obviously they are not going to get around to the work they already 
have if they were so fortunate as to receive that amount of money from 
Congress, and probably would be grateful if some of these new au- 
thorizations which might land in their lap without this program 
would be shifted to some other agency so that their budget would not 
be so large. 

I think in that respect that perhaps they would welcome appearing 
before this committee to comment on certain aspects of this bill. 

I also would agree with the Fish and Wildlife people that some con- 
sideration should be given to the necessities of maintenance of fish and 
wildlife and some of these watersheds which would be affected by 
some of these structures. 

Also I think that consideration should be given to Mrs. Blitch’s 
suggestion about recreation. I don’t know how that could be worked 
out, but one of the more beneficial aspects of this program would be 
recreation and I think that perhaps some of the Federal cost might 
be developed to include recreational benefits, which would relieve the 
local people of some of the cost of the project which would be of bene- 
fit to people outside the area. 

That is about all I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. We thank you very much, Mr. Hagen. We appreciate 
your statement. 

Are there any questions ? 

Tf not, we are very much obliged to you. 

Mr. Matthews of Florida wishes to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for this oppor- 
tunity of appearing on behalf of my bill, H. R. 8745, and similar 
bills, to amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 
I want particularly to thank you and other members of the House 
Committee on Agriculture for sponsoring similar legislation that I 
think will be of great help to the farmers in the Eighth District of 
Florida, which I have the honor to represent. 
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Many of us on the committee will recall that last year the gentle- 
woman from Georgia, Mrs. Blitch, and I introduced similar legisla- 
tion. We had made some changes and in the bills that are being con- 
sidered by the committee now I think we will find an opportunity, 
if we can get this legislation passed, to provide for water conservation. 

As stated in my testimony before the committee last year, we do not 
have the problems of drought or floods in Florida year after year as 
we have in other sections of the country. We are, however, finding it 
increasingly necessary to conserve our water. In several of the coun- 
ties in the Eighth District last year, and the year before last, drought 
conditions have been experienced by many of our farmers. ‘There are 
billions of gallons of water that flow from the springs, rivers and 
creeks of Florida into the Atlantic Ocean and Gulf of Mexico each 
day. We need some national pattern of water conservation which 
will encourage our people, through, of course, the proper supervision 
of an appropriate authority, to conserve water and direct some of it 
which has been wasted, to sound soil-conservation practices. 

I believe that my bill, H. R. 8745, and similar bills, will give our 
farmers this opportunity of water conservation, and I hope that this 
subcommittee will report it favorably and that it will not be long be- 
fore this bill is passed into law. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you very much, Mr. Matthews. 

Is there anyone else here who wishes to comment ? 

Mr. Dixon wishes to submit a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY ALDOUS DIXON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH 


SPEECH BEFORE APPPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ON THE CACHE PURCHASE 
UNIT 


Mr. Drxon. Mr. Chairman, my name is Henry Aldous Dixon. I 
represent the First Congressional District of the State of Utah. Iam 
appearing again this year in the interest of having included in the 
budget the customary $10,000 for the Cache Purchoss Unit on the 
Cache National Forest. 

This purchase is so important that the county commissioners of 
adjoining counties, several service and civie clubs, the Weber Water- 
shed Protective Association and the Wellsville Watershed Protec- 
tive Association have placed it in their books as a “must.” They have 
collected $92,485 in years prior to this year and one purchase of part 
of the Davis range watershed was made this year for $45,000. 

The entire story of this most commendable and public-spirited en- 
terprise, I have included in the Congressional Record Appendix, page 
A1052-1056, February 11, 1956, so it is not necessary to include it here. 
Suffice to say that the two watershed associations have drained their 
budgets entirely to make purchases of critical watershed lands and 
they are now obligated for more money than they possess and are in a 
tight squeeze. 

All of their work is gratis. The $10,000 of the budget we ask is a 
small amount but important. It is important because it is a gesture 
on the part of the Federal Government to encourage our people to 
protect their watersheds. Without, this gesture the voluntary organ- 





AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 79 


izations might become discouraged and drop the entire burden into the 
lap of the Federal Government.. 

In this.event. the Government would need to carry on in order to 
protect, its: reclamation project, Pine View Dam, and the watersheds 
that supply military installations. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. IRIS F. BLITCH, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mrs. Burren. Mr. oage, I would appreciate if I could make one 
additional statement. 

Mr. Poace. Yes; we would be delighted to have you do so. 

Mrs. Burron. The question was brought up a few minutes ago about 
drainage. I want to say that I would be most unhappy if drainage 
would be made an exception and have to go through this routine that 
we are trying to avoid on these other projects, not for the reason that 
we want to put a whole lot of land in production in my area, but as I 
pointed out last year in the committee hearings, I live in flat land and 
actually under this bill there is not going to be too much of a flood 
control structure program going on. 

But I live in the heart of slash pine country and while we have lots 
of trees and we have paper companies that are now coming in, we still 
have lots of land that is not flooded necessarily by the stream, but it 
holds the water when it falls on the land, and the seedlings that come 
up are drowned out. 

So that land has no opportunity to reseed itself and reforest itself, 
which is done in the highland which in my section of the country, Mr. 
Hope, is that land which is not under water. 

It took me a long time to learn what a hill was in my country. I 
was not born there. I moved there. It would be a very great handicap 
to us if drainage as such was made an exception in this bill for that 
reason.’ I do hope that the committee will take my remarks under 
consideration. 

Mr. Poace. Do you agree that any project that is going to cost less 
than $250,000 is not going to have very much effect upon wildlife or 
any of the rest of the community whether it is drainage or whether 
it is impounding of water ?. 

Mrs. Burren. That is right. 

I would like to point out this, that there is no greater group of 
sportsmen in the world, I do not suppose, than in my territory and we 
like fishing and we like to protect the wildlife. We like hunting every- 
thing that goes with it. but this is a very serious problem in my area, 
the fact of the drainage. 

Mr. Poace. We understand we cannot have any flood control in 
your area without some drainage because it is perfectly obvious that 
is the only way you can control the flood. 

Mrs. Burrom. We have a great waterfall in our area. It does not 
always come at the proper time, and we certainly suffered drought 
to a great extent in the past few years. But nevertheless, when the rain 
does fall the little seedlings may have come up but they are flooded 
out and they do not get a chance to grow, and nothing but the much 
less profitable hardwood, and not too much of those, survive under the 
circumstances. 

Thank you. 
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Mr. Poaer. Thank you so much. 

Is there anyone else who wants to be heard ? 

Mr. Fernos-Isern. Mr. Chairman, I want to say when the Water 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act was passed in 1954, Puerto Rico 
was not included, as you know. My constituents are very alert and 
they very soon found out and they have been after me to get them 
into it. 

So I introduced a bill last year, as you know. I want just to say that 
I thank the chairman of the subcommittee and Mr. Hope and the other 
members for introducing these bills that are under consideration now. 

They put Puerto Rico in together with Alaska and Hawaii and the 
Virgin Islands. 

I must apologize to the Virgin Islands because when I put my bill 
in I put in Alaska and Hawaii, but I did not put in the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you, Doctor. 

Are there other statements ¢ 

If there is no one else who cares to be heard, I will close the hearing 
at this point. 

The chairman is going to ask the members of the subcommittee to 
meet him here at 2:30 this afternoon in executive session for the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

Thank you very much. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was concluded) 

(The following letters were received and submitted to the 
subcommittee :) 

TREMPEALEAU, WIS. 


Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. JoHNsOoN: I am writing in regard to the proposed changes to the 
Hope Watershed Act (Public Law 566) of the 83d Congress. I am in full accord 
with these changes. We need immediate help in preventing the ravage of floods. 

As a member of the Trempealeau County Agricultural Committee for 15 years 
I have become familiar with the plight of farmers in watersheds subject to 
flooding. 

Many projects have been started only to die along the way. The system of 
getting help is too complicated. As you know the rampaging waters of 1954 cost 
Trempealeau County hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

It is very pleasing to us to see the active interest you take in flood control. 

We need these proposed changes of the law to expedite help to control flooding 
in our county. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT SCHERR, 


Member of Trempealeau County Agricultural Committee. 


Errrick, WIs. 
Hon. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mr. JoHNsON: Working as a supervisor with the Trempealeau County 
Soil Conservation District has brought me close to the watershed work and 
watershed problems. I am highly interested in legislation and action which 
Congress is taking to help us in our basic problems. 

I am very pleased with the amendment that you have proposed to the Hope 
Watershed Act (Public Law 566) and hope that this amendment will be passed. 

It is needless here to mention the soundness of watershed programs. How- 
ever, the need for getting this program expedited is great. This I feel your bill 
of amendment will materially benefit. 

Sincerely, 


IRWIN Hoapen, 
Chairman, Trempealeau County Soil Conservation District Supervisors. 
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NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 


Washington, D. C., February 16, 1956, 
Hon. W. R. Poage, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. Poace: In your telephone call of today you suggested that our 
position on H. R. 8750 (a bill to amend the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act) as expressed in our wire of February 15 to Chairman Cooley 
of the House Committee on Agriculture be made clear and be included as a part 
of the record. Although to us the language of our wire seems to be clear, we 
are glade to provide additional information as you suggest. The text of the wire 
which I sent you is as follows: 

“Recommend no action be taken on H. R. 8750 or similar legislation to amend 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act as insufficient time has 
elapsed since enactment in 1954 to provide necessary experience fundamental to 
sound change. However, if act is to be amended it is recommended that no 
amendments be approved which would lessen State and local financial and other 
responsibility.” 

Our interest in this matter stems from the fact that many watersheds which 
may be subject to the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act are forested to a greater or less degree. Frequently substantial acreages 
of such forested watershed lands are owned by members of the lumber industry. 
Our industry is becoming water conservation conscious and we wish to cooperate 
in economical and well-conceived programs, believing that good forest manage- 
ment provides good watershed management. 

Our industry believes, however, that States and local governments have a 
responsibility to solve their own water-resource problems. We believe that 
Federal activity affecting water resources should be limited to those phases 
that are a definite Federal responsibility and that financial and other con- 
tributions of Federal, regional, State, and local interests should be made in 
accordance with the benefits derived. 

Our study of H. R. 8750 indicated, first, that its enactment would be premature 
and unnecessary at present in view of the fact that so little time has elapsed 
since enactment of Public Law 566, the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act. It must be remembered that this law was finally approved on 
August 4, 1954, only after extensive hearings and debate and the painstaking 
development of the language constituting its many provisions. Following enact- 
ment, many months were taken by the Department of Agriculture in the difficult 
task of developing regulations and procedures. It can be said, therefore, that 
actual operations under the act have been confined to a very short period, hardly 
in excess of a year. We believe that additional experience should be gained, 
at least over the next year or two, to provide facts fundamental to sound change. 

The second part of our wire stated that if the act is to be amended, no amend- 
ments be approved which would lessen State and local financial and other re- 
sponsibility. This recommendation is in line with our basic policies, which have 
been referred to above. Certain provisions of H. R. 8750 would appear to depart 
from these policies. For example, the bill provides that all of the cost of struc- 
tures for flood prevention be borne by the Federal Government. Under the 
present formula of the act, however, the cost is to be divided between Federal 
and local agencies on the basis of benefits conferred. In this instance we believe 
the language of the act should be retained. Again, the bill would amend the 
act to extend the time during which the Secretary of Agriculture may construct 
works of improvement in the absence of an organization authorized under State 
law. In this regard, also, we believe the language of the act should be retained. 

Since other members of the committee may not have fully understood our 
wire, we are sending them copies of this letter. 

Please call on us again if there are further questions. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lzo V. Boptrne, 
Executive Vice President. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 6, D. C., February 20, 1956. 
Hon. Haroip D. CooLey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Coorey : The Chamber of Commerce of the United States, having en- 
dorsed bills which led to enactment of the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act, believes that law is working out substantially as anticipated and 
that major revisions are not necessary at this time. 

We are convinced that in the near future more and more local organizations 
will be formed under State sponsorship to make the terms of the act applicable 
to pressing problems of local water supply, soil conservation, and flood reduction. 

The chamber therefore opposes the following amendments to the. Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act proposed by H. R. 8750 and similar bills: 

(1) Section (b) of H. R. 8750 which would amend section 4 of the:act by sub- 
stituting in paragraph (2) the werding: ‘That the Secretary shall not require 
local organizations to assume any part of the construction cost of structural 
measures applicable to flood prevention.” 

The effect of this change would be to abandon the presently established policy 
of Federal-State cooperation and local cost sharing. The national chamber be- 
lieves the Federal Government should not pay all costs of flood prevention. 
The costs of direct benefits, such as would accrue from local flood-prevention 
projects, should be borne by the area benefited, and only those benefits which 
accrue to the Nation as a whole should be assessed to the general taxpayer. 

(2) Section (c), paragraph (1) of H. R. 8750 which would extend the time 
during which the Secretary of Agriculture may construct works of improvement 
in the absence of an organization authorized under State law. 

The Federal Government should aid the State and local governments in the 
conservation and control of water, but should not build such projects itself unless 
the whole Nation stands to benefit. There appears to be only minor, if any, 
national benefit from local works of improvement of the type and size permitted 
under the Watershed Act. 

In regard to point (1) above, the chamber would not oppose revision of the 
law, as proposed in section (a) of H. R. 8750, to extend it to a wider variety of 
local projects, such as those for municipal and industrial water supplies, pollu- 
tion abatement, and salinity control. The Federal Government should be per- 
mitted to assume a proportionate share of the costs of installing improvements 
for other than flood control. The Federal share of such costs, which should be 
set forth in the agreements with local contracing organizations, would be de- 
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture in consideration of anticipated national 
benefits, if any, from such improvements. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the record of 
the hearings on H. R. 8750. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. M1IEs. 
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